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ABSTRACT 
This study investigated Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion of students 
with special education needs into the general classroom environment. Teachers’ cognitive, 
affective and behavioral attitudes towards inclusion were examined.  Data was collected using a 
7-point Likert scale survey called the Inclusion Scale for High School Teachers created by Dr. 
Catherine Ernst (2006).  The survey, which included a demographic questionnaire as well as 
cognitive, affective and behavioral attitude statements regarding inclusive practices, was 
conducted with a population of 150 high school teachers from a single urban school division in a 
large city in central Canada.  Participants’ demographic information was analyzed using 
descriptive statistics.  The Somers' Delta (Somers’ D) statistic was used to determine the strength 
and relatedness of independent variables of teacher demographics and school environmental 
variables with the dependent variable of teacher attitude.  Findings showed that high school 
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion were more positive than negative.  It was found that 
teachers’ behavioral attitudes towards inclusion were most positive while their affective attitudes 
towards inclusion were least positive.  The demographic variables with the greatest influence on 
teacher attitudes towards inclusion were: (a) experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting, 
(b) access to human resources and supports, and (c) professional development and training 
related to inclusion.  This study is of particular importance as it is the first study to focus 
specifically on Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.   
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Chapter One: Introduction 
The shift towards inclusive education has generated much controversy since its inception.  
The road from segregated program delivery of past years to the inclusive education models 
commonly practiced today has been paved with resistance from parents and teachers alike.  Not 
all parents want their children in an inclusive setting, not all teachers want inclusive classrooms, 
and policy makers and administrators are caught in the middle trying to facilitate changes that 
are not universally embraced.  Regardless of individual desires, the ideology of inclusion has 
moved from rhetoric to reality in Canada.   
Although Canada’s constitution does not speak specifically to inclusive education 
practices, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982) does protect the equality rights 
and ensures that all members of our society receive “equal benefit of the law without 
discrimination and, in particular, without discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, 
colour, religion, sex, age or mental or physical disability” (p. 1).  More than twenty years after 
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms was accepted as part of the Canadian Constitution, the 
province of Manitoba passed, Bill 13 - The Public Schools Amendment Act: Appropriate 
Educational Programming (2005) into law.  This legislation supports Manitoba’s Philosophy of 
Inclusion and “confirms that all students in Manitoba are entitled to receive appropriate 
educational programming that fosters student participation in both the academic and social life of 
the school” (Manitoba Education and Training, (n.d.).   Manitoba’s Public Schools Amendment 
Act: Appropriate Education Programming (2005) is also in line with global equality rights 
protected by the United Nations the inclusive principles and ideology presented in its Salamanca 
Statement (UNESCO, 1994) and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
(United Nations, 2006).   
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From experience, I know that an inclusive model education can be challenging and cause 
a great deal of anxiety for students, parents and educators.  Ultimately, the classroom teacher is 
responsible for setting the tone of the classroom, providing instruction and assessing the growth 
and development of all students.  If the teacher holds a negative attitude towards inclusion, or 
toward students with exceptional learning needs (further being referred to as “SELN”) in their 
classroom, it will adversely affect the quality of education received by all students in the 
classroom.  Studies have shown that teachers with negative attitudes towards inclusion take less 
responsibility for SELN, are resistant to changing teaching strategies to support SELN, and do 
not provide SELN as much attention as afforded typically developed students (Avramidis & 
Norwich, 2002; de Boer, Pijl, & Minnaert, 2011; Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001).  
A review of past research suggests that inclusion of SELN into general classrooms is 
supported by teachers in theory but not in practice (Liu & Pearson, 1999).  Variables (such as 
clear policy, effective leadership and support from administration, and teacher training) have 
been shown to influence the degree to which inclusive models of education are successful.  
Although these variables are important factors when preparing for inclusive models of education, 
research has shown that teacher attitude is the number one factor determining the extent to which 
inclusive practices are carried out (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000; Cullen, 2011; Ernst & 
Rogers, 2009).  
Research indicates that high school teachers hold predominantly negative attitudes 
towards inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Cochran, 1998; Ernst & Rogers, 2009; McGhie-
Richmond, Irvine, Loreman, Cizman, & Lupart, 2013).  Liu and Pearson (1999) reported that 
60% of high school teachers held less than positive attitude towards inclusion.  Van Reusen et al.  
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 3 
  
 
 
(2001) reported similar statistical data, stating that 54% of high school teachers had negative 
attitudes toward the inclusion of special education students into their general classrooms.  
It is my belief that a better understanding of Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusion is required in order to effect a positive change in teacher attitude and 
ultimately increase inclusive opportunities for SELN in high school settings.   
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes 
towards the inclusion of students with special education needs into the general classroom 
environment.   
This study was modeled after Dr. Catherine Ernst‘s (2006) study which was based on 
Eagly and Chaikens’ (1993) theory of attitude.  This theory suggested that attitude is an 
evaluative response expressed in three distinct facets: affectively, behaviorally, and cognitively 
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  Ernst argued that a comprehensive understanding of teacher attitudes 
towards inclusion required that all three components of attitude be evaluated simultaneously.  
For her study, Ernst created the Inclusion Attitude Scale for High School Teachers (2006) which 
was explicitly designed to investigate high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion by 
focusing on the unique roles and responsibilities of teachers in high school environments as 
compared to those in elementary settings. 
The current study will be of particular importance as it is the first study to focus entirely 
on the attitudes of high school teachers in Canada.  It is my belief that gaining an understanding 
of high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion is a vital component in identifying supports 
required to further the success of inclusive education in Canadian high school settings. 
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Guiding Research Questions 
1. What are the cognitive, affective and behavioral attitudes of Canadian high school 
teachers towards inclusion? 
2. How do teacher-related variables of gender, years of teaching service, experience as lead 
teacher in an inclusive setting, educational background, and their professional 
development training influence Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards 
inclusion?  
3. How do environmental variables of grade level taught, content area taught, and access to 
human supports influence Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion? 
Guiding Hypotheses  
1. It is hypothesized that there will be a marked difference in teacher cognitive, affect and 
behavioral attitudes toward inclusion.  The researcher predicted that teachers’ cognitive 
attitudes towards inclusion would be most positive, behavioral attitudes most negative 
and affective attitudes neutral. 
2. It is hypothesized that teacher related variables will influence teachers’ attitudes toward 
inclusion.  The researcher predicted that educational background, experience as lead 
teacher in an inclusive classroom, and professional development would have a positive 
influence on teacher attitudes.  The researcher predicted years of teaching experience and 
grade level taught would have a negative influence on teacher attitudes towards inclusion.  
3. It is hypothesized that environmental variables will influence teacher attitudes toward 
inclusion.  The researcher predicted that access to human resources and supports would 
have a positive influence on teacher attitudes.  The researcher predicted that grade level 
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taught, and content area taught would have a negative influence on teacher attitudes 
towards inclusion.  
Terminology 
Clinician: An individual trained in the provision of support services within the 
school setting who provides services for students with exceptional learning needs and 
consultative services for school personnel and parents; and certified as speech-language 
pathologists, school psychologists, school social workers, occupational therapists, 
physiotherapists or reading clinicians (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Educational Assistant: A person hired by the school division to provide support for 
teachers or for students and supervised by a teacher (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and 
Youth, 2006) 
Inclusion: A way of thinking and acting that allows every individual to feel accepted, 
valued and safe (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006) 
Inclusive classroom: A classroom community where teachers engage in practices that 
allow all students, including those with a wide range of learning needs, to be taught together 
effectively so that all may experience a sense of personal belonging and achievement” (Manitoba 
Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Inclusive education: Providing all students with the supports and opportunities they need 
to become participating members of their school community ((Manitoba Education, Citizenship 
and Youth, 2006) 
Individualized programming: Programming designed to meet the needs of students with 
severe cognitive disabilities who need programming outside the regular curriculum in the areas 
of exceptional learning, social/emotional, behavioral, sensory, physical, cognitive/ intellectual, 
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communication, academic or special health-care needs (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and 
Youth, 2006) 
In-school team: The people who may be involved with a student on a daily basis at 
school; key decision makers in the IEP process and may include the student, parents, teacher, 
resource teacher, counsellor, educational assistant and principal (Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Philosophy of Inclusion: Inclusion is a way of thinking and acting that allows every 
individual to feel accepted, valued and safe. An inclusive community consciously evolves to 
meet the changing needs of its members.  Through recognition and support, an inclusive 
community provides meaningful involvement and equal access to the benefits of citizenship 
(Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Neighborhood or local school: The school students would usually attend with their 
siblings and neighbors.  (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Resource teacher: A teacher whose principal duties are to diagnose individual 
educational problems, to prescribe special remedial measures for use by teaching staff, to give 
direct assistance to teachers and students in need of special help and to provide school personnel 
and parents with consultative services (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Student services: Staff and services provided by the school division to meet the needs of 
students who have exceptional learning, social/emotional, behavioral, sensory, physical, 
cognitive/intellectual, communication, academic or special health-care needs (Manitoba 
Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
School-based student services support team: typically includes a school administrator, resource 
teacher(s), counsellor(s), classroom teacher(s) and others who have responsibility for students 
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with exceptional learning needs; the team helps schools develop exemplary practice in inclusion 
and in promoting the planning, development and monitoring of IEPs for students in all aspects of 
their school life (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
Overview of Inclusion Continuum in Canada  
In Canada, educational services for SELN has evolved over the last 50 years. Delivery of 
services for SELN has transitioned from segregated institutions or facilities to the current model 
of inclusion where students of all abilities attend their community-based schools (Sokal & 
Sharma, 2014).  In most cases, “community based” refers to the student’s home school in their 
geographical catchment area.  In broad view, the transition of service for SELN in Canada 
evolved in stages encompassing a number of educational models and philosophies such as 
mainstreaming, integration model, and inclusion model. 
Figure 1: Progression of educational delivery models for students with special educational 
needs in Canada. 
 
Segregated Special Education Facilities
1970 Segregated special education classrooms in a few designated 
schools within a division or community  
1980's 
Integrated classrooms in desiginated schools that host specialized 
programing within a division or community 
2000's Inclusion of SELN into their community based schools (special 
education, integrated and inclusive classrooms models vary) 
2010's Inclusive programming for students of all abilities in general education 
classrooms 
2
3
1
4
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Throughout this evolving continuum, there exists an overlap of education models utilized by 
provinces and school divisions.  It is not possible to provide a definitive timeline for each stage 
of the inclusion continuum in Canada, however, progress steadily moved forward as individual 
provinces and school divisions developed regulations and policies to support inclusive practices. 
The first stage of the inclusion continuum began in Canada during the 1970’s (McGhie-
Richmond et al., 2013).  The delivery of services for SELN transitioned from segregated special 
schools or provincial facilities into general education schools.  School divisions designated 
certain schools to provide specialized programs in segregated classroom environments.  Teachers 
and assistants in these classrooms had very specialized skill set to meet the needs of their 
students.  The impetus for this transition of services aligns the equality rights protected under 
Canada’s Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982).   
In the second phase of the inclusion continuum, special education classrooms expand into 
more divisional-based schools.  Educational models of “mainstreaming” and “integration” were 
introduced and SELN began to spend some part of the school day in general education 
classrooms.  During this phase, the integration of SELN into the general education classroom 
was largely dependent on the availability of educational assistants to support individual student 
needs in the general classroom environments.  This stage is reflective of the global changes in 
ideology as presented in the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) which called for all nations 
to provide education for children, youth, and adults with special needs within the regular 
education system.   
The third transition on the inclusion continuum occurred in Canada as provincial 
governments passed legislation to support their philosophy of inclusive education. In Manitoba, 
this coincides with the Public Schools Amendment Act: Appropriate Educational Programming 
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(2005).  The defining change in this stage of the inclusion continuum is the expectation all 
efforts will be made to ensure SELN attend their home catchment schools.  Section 2(2) of 
Appropriate Educational Programming Act states, “a school board must ensure that, as far as 
reasonably practicable, appropriate educational programming is available to a pupil in a regular 
class of his or her peers at the school whose catchment area includes his or her residence” (p.3).  
Today, most school divisions in Canada are still evolving in in this stage of inclusion.  For the 
most part, SELN typically attend their home catchment schools, however, what their daily 
routines and classroom environments look like varies greatly, as there is no set standard in 
Canada for what “inclusion” must look like.   
The final transition toward “full inclusion” into general education classrooms is still evolving in 
Canada.  On a Federal level there is no universal standard on what inclusion should encompass 
or how it is carried out across the country.  Provincial governments’ all have their own mandates 
and policies which, although may be similar in philosophy, differ from province to province.  
Within each province, individual school divisions create frameworks for their model of inclusion 
and how principles of inclusive education will be achieved in their schools.  One school division 
may consider inclusion to be achieved when students of all abilities attend their home-based 
schools, while another division may deem inclusion to mean students of all abilities are placed in 
general classrooms in their home school.  In Canada, “inclusion” is different from school to 
school, city to city, and province to province.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
This literature review will summarize research conducted on teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion from the 1980’s – to the present.  The review will first look at teachers’ attitudes as 
educational practices progressed from segregation to integration and then inclusion.  The review 
will then outline the importance of teacher attitudes, describe the three response components of 
attitude, and summarize research specifically addressing high school teachers’ attitudes towards 
inclusion.  Finally, the review will highlight the independent variables that research has shown to 
influence teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.   
Teacher Attitudes throughout the Inclusion Continuum 
Mitchell (1976) was one of the earliest researchers to discuss teacher attitudes in 
connection with the changing educational practices for SELN.  In her report, Mitchell writes, 
“the presence of exceptional students in the public schools is a foregone conclusion. Their 
inclusion in regular classes is not.  In some cases, litigation and legislation have been 
instrumental in the establishment of programs for integration of mildly handicapped students into 
regular classes.  One aspect of integration or mainstreaming which has received less attention 
than administrative, organizational, and instructional concerns is the role of teacher attitude” (p. 
302).  Mitchell identified the key role teacher attitude would play in the success of changing 
education models.  Since the early 1980’s researchers have turned their attention to teacher 
attitudes through each stage of the inclusion process.  Early studies are based on educational 
models of integration or mainstreaming, and later studies focus on inclusion as we have come to 
know it today.  An overview of the themes found in research throughout these stages follows.   
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1985 - Early 1995: Moving forward with integration model.   
Studies in this era by Corder (1981), Stoler (1992), and Conte (1994) focused on: (a) 
teachers’ feelings about integration as a proposed delivery model of education for students with 
SELN, and (b) perceived changes to teachers’ roles and responsibilities that would be required to 
support integration of SELN.  During this stage researchers reported that teachers presented 
negative feelings towards inclusion, voiced anxiety due to proposed changes, felt administrators 
were out of touch with their needs, and did not believe educating SELN in the general classroom 
was feasible (Stoler, 1992).  Conte (1994) surmised that teachers were not supportive of 
changing from segregated classrooms to a model of integration, and therefore did not support the 
progression of inclusion.  All three studies conducted during this timeframe pointed to the need 
for teacher training and increased teacher experience with SELN for inclusion to be successful. 
1995 – 2000: From integration to inclusion.   
Studies published in the mid to late 1990’s by Cochran (1998), Jobe, Rust, and Brissie 
(1996), and Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, Slusher, and Saumell (1996) focused on teacher attitudes 
as education practices progressed from integration towards inclusion.  The delivery model of 
education had shifted from the integration model towards the inclusion model; however, 
inclusion practices were not yet governed by policy in all areas (Avramidis et al., 2000).   
Teachers in these studies reported higher levels of experience with SELN in their classrooms 
(due to integration model of delivery previously introduced).  Cochran (1998) referred to 
inclusion as a “recent trend” and stated that “teachers, parents and administrators’ would be 
forced to change their practices” (p. 3).  Avramidis et al. (2000) reported that teachers were not 
supportive of full inclusion and remained in favor of segregated classrooms or pull out services 
for SELN.  Findings from 3some studies indicated teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion were 
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becoming more positive than in prior years, however actual inclusive practices remain low 
(Avramidis & Norwich, 2002).  The studies conducted during this stage of the continuum point 
to teacher in-service training as a means of effecting positive change in teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion.  
2000- 2005: Implementing inclusion.   
Studies completed in this period by Avramidis and Norwich (2002), Cook (2001), 
Mastropieri and Scruggs (2001), Olson (2003) and Van Reusen et al. (2001) focused on teacher 
attitude towards the implementation of inclusion that was occurring.  During this period 
legislation in most areas provided clear direction for delivery models of inclusion to be 
incorporated by schools.  Teachers in these studies reported varying degrees of experience 
teaching SELN in their classrooms.  Van Reusen et al. (2001) reported that 54% of teachers had 
no experience with SELN in their classrooms.  A general theme among research conducted in 
this period is that teachers’ do not feel adequately supported to meet the needs of SELN in their 
classrooms.  
2005-2013 Facilitating inclusion practices. 
Studies completed in this period focused on facilitating inclusive practices.  Studies 
during this stage investigated teacher attitudes regarding their practices and feelings as inclusive 
teachers (Ernst & Rogers, 2009;  Ross-Hill, 2009; Cullen, Gregory & Noto, 2010; de Boer, Pijl, 
Post & Minnaert, 2012; Mitchell, 2010; and Wogamon, 2013; Boyle, Topping, & Jindal-Snape, 
2013). During this era, inclusive models of education were becoming the norm and as such, 
teachers reported higher levels of experience with SELN in their classrooms compared to past 
years. The Ernst and Rogers’ (2009) study found that only 3% of teachers had no experience 
with SELN in their classrooms.  Ross- Hill (2009) reported that increased experience with SELN 
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and teacher training was not effecting a positive change in teacher attitude toward inclusion (as 
reported in studies from earlier eras).  The literature review by de Boer et al. (2011) summarized 
that the philosophy of inclusion was accepted in principle, however, actual inclusive practices 
were stalled or faltering in some areas.  Studies indicate that greater professional development 
and experience with inclusion as factors effecting positive change in teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion.  Cullen et al. (2011) suggested that understanding teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion 
was required in order to develop relevant training materials for teachers. 
2014 – Present: Supporting inclusive teachers   
During this era, inclusion has essentially been fully implemented and schools have policies and 
standard practices in place to facilitate inclusion of SELN into regular classrooms as much as 
possible.  Studies in this era begin to focus on teacher efficacy and their ability to meet desired 
outcomes of inclusion (McCrimmon, 2015; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Specht, McGhie-Richmond, 
Loreman, Mirenda, Bennett, Gallagher, Young … & Cloutier, 2016).  Although teachers’ report 
positive attitude towards inclusion is, their efficacy is found to be very low.  Research reveals 
that teachers feel they lack the confidence and education and training to effectively meet specific 
needs of SELN (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014).  In their study Yaraya, Masalimova, Vasbieva and 
Grudtsina (2018) reported 81% of participants had experience working with SELN: however, 
51% of that group expressed they were unsure of specific approaches to teaching learners with 
special educational needs.   Sokal and Sharma (2014) report that 91% of teachers are actively 
teaching in inclusive classrooms yet 43% have no formal education, training or professional 
development related to inclusion.  Boyle et al. (2013) reported that 68% educators teach in 
special education classrooms indicated they held no specialized qualifications.  Studies 
investigate the impact PD and training have on teacher attitude towards inclusion and their 
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efficacy in meeting the needs of SELN. (Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; Sokal and Sharma 2017; O' 
Gorman & Drudy, 2018; Yaraya et al., 2018).  Researchers call for formalized changes to pre-
service education programs for new teachers entering the work force (McCrimmon, 2015) as 
well as the need for ongoing professional development for experienced teachers (Sokal & 
Sharma, 2017).   
The Importance of Teacher Attitude 
It is argued by many researchers that teacher attitudes have a direct effect on the degree 
to which inclusion models are successful (Boyle et al., 2013, de Boer et al., 2011; Ernst & 
Rogers, 2009; Ross- Hill, 2009; Sokal & Sharma, 2014, Van Reusen et al., 2001; Wogamon, 
2013).  Although studies indicate teachers support the philosophy of inclusion and agree that 
SELN should receive education services in their home schools, they also indicate that teachers 
are not supportive of full inclusion of these students into regular classrooms (Avramidis & 
Norwich, 2002; Corder, 1981; Van Reusen et al., 2001, McGhie-Richmond 201).   De Boer et al. 
(2011) stated that teachers hold a neutral to negative attitude towards inclusion.  
Further studies concerning teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion found that teachers hold 
a neutral to negative attitude towards inclusion, and more importantly, neutral to negative 
intentions towards SELN (de Boer et al., 2011).  De Boer et al. reported that teachers who 
displayed negative attitudes towards SELN in their classrooms had a significant negative effect 
on the attitudes of the general education students towards SELN.  These scenarios coupled with 
the large body of research indicating overall negative teacher attitudes towards inclusion has 
fueled the urgency for administrators to seek out means to effect a positive change in teacher 
attitude.  Cullen et al. (2010) and argued that a concrete understanding of teacher attitude 
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towards inclusion was paramount in developing relevant training materials in order to effect 
change in teachers’ approach to inclusive practices. 
Components of Attitude 
The suggestions of Cullen et al. (2011) that research on teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion be used to proactively develop training materials is hampered by the fact that results 
from studies often present contradictory findings.  This is in some part due to the extensive 
independent variables that teacher attitudes are measured against (to be discussed fully in the 
upcoming section of this review). However, incongruous findings from research on teacher 
attitudes towards inclusion are largely owing to the way teacher attitude has been evaluated.   
For instance, Cullen and co-authors (2011) evaluated teacher attitudes based on their 
practices (behavioral attitude) in regard to inclusion.  An earlier study by Olson (2003) only 
assessed how teachers felt (their affective attitude) about inclusion, and Liu and Pearson’s (1999) 
study investigated teacher perceptions or thoughts (cognitive attitude) about inclusion.  In each 
of these studies, the researchers also developed new survey instruments, which only evaluate the 
specific element of attitude they were investigating.    
Researchers de Boer et al. (2011) and Ernst and Rogers (2009) argued that in order to 
gain a complete perspective of teacher attitudes towards inclusion a more comprehensive 
approach to evaluating attitudes must be taken.  Collectively, these researchers suggested that 
evaluations of attitude be based on Eagly and Chaiken’s theory of attitudes (1993).  This theory 
suggests that attitudes are an evaluative response expressed in three distinct facets: affectively, 
behaviorally, and cognitively (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  These researchers maintained that a 
comprehensive understanding of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion requires that all three 
components of attitude be evaluated simultaneously.   
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De Boer et al. (2011) completed a comprehensive literature review and determined that 
studies rarely evaluated all three attitudinal components.  They discovered most studies focused 
on teachers’ cognitive attitudes (beliefs and knowledge about inclusion), followed by a smaller 
body of studies that examined teachers’ behavioral attitudes (practices), and lastly a very small 
portion of studies that investigated teachers’ affective attitudes (feelings) towards inclusion.  
Recognizing the need to gain a better understanding of teachers’ attitudes, Ernst (2006) created a 
survey tool titled “High School Teachers’ Attitude Towards Inclusion Scale” that would 
effectively evaluate all three components of attitude as described by Eagly and Chaiken (1993). 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion 
A review of the literature indicates that high school teachers hold a predominantly 
negative attitude towards inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Cochran, 1998; Ernst & 
Rogers, 2009; Liu & Pearson, 1999; McGhie-Richmond et al., 2013; Van Reusen et al., 2001). 
Liu and Pearson (1999) reported that 60% of high school teachers held a less than positive 
attitude towards inclusion.   McGhie-Richmond and co-authors (2013) described high school 
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion as “concerning”.   Ernst and Rogers (2009) pointed to the 
different job demands of elementary teachers compared to high school teachers as factors in their 
differing attitudes towards inclusion.  Avramidis and Norwich (2002) declared high school 
teachers did not feel that the subject matter in high school courses benefited SELN academically 
and therefore high school courses were not compatible with inclusive practices.  McGhie-
Richmond et al. (2013) found that high school teachers’ philosophy of education tended to focus 
only on academic principles of education, while elementary teachers’ philosophy of education 
encompassed social and academic principles.  In their report titled “Promoting Inclusion in 
Secondary Schools”, Mastropieri and Scruggs (2001) stated that high school teachers’ negative 
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attitudes towards inclusion were directly related to the level of content, instructional pace, high 
level testing and evaluation requirements.  This view was also reported by Van Reusen et al. 
(2001) who indicated high school teachers believed inclusion practices were an obstacle to their 
current teaching responsibilities.   
In addition to expectations regarding content delivery, Ernst and Rogers (2009), 
Avramidis and Norwich (2002), and de Boer et al. (2011) described how high school teachers 
teaching duties negatively influenced their attitudes.  For example, high school teachers are 
typically required to teach multiple class groupings each day, whereas elementary teachers are 
generally responsible for one class grouping a day.  Ernst and Rogers (2009) specified that the 
arrangements found in high school environments (multiple class groupings, student/teacher 
contact time, course content) hindered inclusive practices.  De Boer et al. (2011) surmised that 
reduced contact time between teachers and students impacted high school teachers’ ability to 
meet the needs of SELN as effectively as teachers in elementary settings who have a much 
higher contact time with their students daily.   
Variables that Influence Teacher Attitudes 
Studies conducted on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion have investigated an array of 
independent variables.  Generally, the variables that influence teachers’ attitudes towards 
inclusion can be categorized into three main areas: student related variables (type and severity of 
disability), teacher related variables (age, race, gender, experience) and school environment 
related variables (school culture, classroom sizes, available resources and supports).  
Student related variables. 
Avramidis and Norwich’s (2002) comprehensive review of literature regarding teacher 
attitude towards inclusion found evidence that student specific variables, such as disability type 
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or behavior factors, heavily impact teacher attitudes.  Although studies can be inconsistent when 
reporting on dependent variables, de Boer et al. (2011) found that student related variables 
consistently correlated with negative teacher attitudes.  These findings are supported by Stoler 
(1992), Jobe et al. (1999), Van Reusen et al. (2001), and Cullen et al. (2010), who all focused 
their respective studies specifically on teacher attitude towards students with disabilities.  Van 
Reusen el al. concluded that teachers would more often reject pupils with special needs 
compared to their typically developing peers. Jobe et al. found that most teachers felt inclusion 
would only be feasible and beneficial for some students dependent on their disability.   
Stoler (1992) reported that teachers declared their attitude towards inclusion would 
largely depend on the type of disability a student had.  Jobe et al. (1999) measured teacher 
attitude based on specific student disability type and found that teachers had more positive 
attitude towards specific disabilities types over others (See Figure 2).  A synthesis of literature by 
Avramidis and Norwich (2002) and de Boer et al. (2011) indicate that teachers were most 
positive towards inclusion of students with physical disabilities, with medical based disabilities 
being viewed as most favorable, and sensory disabilities (blind, deaf) being viewed as the least 
favorable type of physical disability.  It should be noted however that even though teachers 
indicated a more positive attitude towards students with these physical disabilities, only 6% of 
teachers were in favor of full inclusion, while 94% teachers preferred partial inclusion for 
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students with physical disabilities. (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Cook, 2001). 
  
Figure 2: Teacher attitudes towards inclusion of students with special educational needs 
based on disability type.  Proportional and hierarchal relationship with most favorable 
elements on bottom, narrowing up to most unfavorable elements.   
 
When considering “less favorable” disability types, Avramidis and Norwich (2002) de 
Boer et al. (2011) found that teachers considered mild cognitive disabilities and specific learning 
disorders as less favorable, and moderate cognitive disabilities as least favorable in this category.  
Cook (2001) showed only 1% of teachers in favor of full inclusion for students with mild 
cognitive disorders, while 74% of teachers favored partial inclusion for students with these 
SELN.   
Student disabilities considered least favorable by teachers and having the greatest 
negative impact on teacher attitudes were those deemed emotional, mental or behavioral in 
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nature (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; de Boer et al., 2011).  Cook (2001) reported that teachers 
had strong negative attitudes towards inclusion of students with emotional behavioral concerns 
and those suffering from mental disorders, with less than % feeling the needs of students with 
emotional-behavioral disorders could be met in any type of inclusive setting (full or partial).  
Finally, Avramidis and Norwich (2002) reported that studies which had focused on teacher 
attitude and student disability type unanimously rejected the inclusion of students with any type 
of disability considered to be “severe”” in nature, be it physical, cognitive or behavioral.  Subban 
and Sharma (2005) echoed these findings writing that even teachers who had a positive attitude 
towards inclusion were hesitant to include students with more severe disabilities. 
Teacher related variables. 
Studies investigating teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion have considered various 
independent teacher related demographic variables such as gender, years teaching experience, 
experience in inclusive practices, grade level taught, education background and teachers’ training 
and professional development.  Avramidis and Norwich (2002) found that many studies reported 
contradictory findings when it came to teacher related variables.  De Boer et al.  (2011) found 
that teacher related variables were strong predicators of attitude when variables were cross-
referenced, such as considering teacher education background and experience with inclusive 
practices.  A summary of the most common teacher related variables influencing teacher 
attitudes towards inclusion is provided below. 
gender. 
Almost all studies report on teacher gender as an independent variable, and yet it remains 
the most inconsistent predicator of teacher attitude towards inclusion.  Large-scale literature 
reviews completed by researchers Avramidis and Norwich (2002) and de Boer et al. (2011) 
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reported that gender is the most inconsistent variable used when determining teacher attitude 
towards inclusion.  
overall years teaching experience. 
Jobe et al. (1996) and Cochran (1998) both noted a correlation between the number of 
years of teaching experience and positive teacher attitude towards inclusion.  Jobe et al. stated 
that new teachers were slightly more positive towards inclusion, and Cochran’s study found that 
first year teachers had the most positive attitude towards inclusion.  Research by Specht et al. 
(2018) contradicts Jobe and Cochran’s findings, reporting that teachers in their first year of 
teaching were less inclusive than teachers with more years of experience.  Boyle et al. (2013) 
reported a significant decline in teachers’ attitude towards inclusion after their first-year 
teaching.  Interestingly, Cochran demonstrated that as teaching experience increased 
incrementally, the less positive views teachers reported. For example, teachers in the 2-5 years’ 
experience range had a more positive attitude towards inclusion than those teachers with 6-10 
years’ experience, and so on.  
 Once again, Ross-Hill (2009) contradicted findings of Cochran (1998) with Ross-Hill 
reporting no significant variations between years of experiences and positive attitude towards 
inclusion.  Shuster (2013) findings support Ross-Hill findings, reporting that the overall number 
of years of teaching experience was not found to be a factor in teacher attitude towards inclusion.  
experience with inclusion.  
For studies conducted before the 2000’s, teacher experience with SELN was based on 
experience in an integrated type of classroom, and studies conducted after the early 2000’s are 
based on teachers’ experience with inclusion practices.  Most studies used for the current 
literature review indicate that as teacher experience with SELN in their classrooms increased, so 
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too did positive attitude towards inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; de Boer et al., 2011; 
Ernst & Rogers, 2009). Ernest and Rogers (2009) found that increased experience with inclusive 
education correlated with teachers having a more positive affective attitude.  Cullen (2011) found 
that as experience with inclusion practices increased teachers were more positive about adapting 
their teaching practices to meet the needs of SELN in their classrooms.  Sokal & Sharma (2017) 
found teacher experience with inclusion coupled with teacher participation in coursework on 
inclusive practices had the greatest effect on teacher attitudes and efficacy towards inclusion.   
Van Reusen et al. (2001) did not find a correlation between teachers’ experience with 
inclusive practice and a positive attitude towards inclusion.  Similarly, Vaughn et al. (1996) 
reported that although teachers with experience implementing inclusive practices expressed a 
more positive attitude towards SELN than those teachers with limited experience, even 
experienced teachers had a negative attitude towards full inclusion practices.   
professional development and training. 
The most consistent teacher related variable found to have a positive impact on teacher 
attitudes towards inclusion is that of teacher training.  Studies from the last five decades 
consistently report that teachers with training in special education demonstrate a more positive 
attitude towards all aspects of inclusion compared to teachers with little or no training (Corder, 
1981; Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; Cullen et al. 2011; Mitchell, 1976; O’Gorman & Drudy, 2018; 
Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Stoler, 1992; Subban & Sharma, 2005; Van Reusen et al., 2001; 
Wogamon 2013).  As early as 1976 Mitchell highlighted the importance of teacher training 
concluding, “changes in the delivery system of public-school services, training programs can and 
do play a major role in helping teachers develop positive attitudes, appropriate skills, relevant 
content, and environmental conditions to accommodate all students in their classrooms “(p. 304).  
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Van Reusen et al. (2001) and Wogamon (2013) found that teachers with professional 
development training demonstrated a more positive attitude towards inclusion, felt more 
prepared to have SELN in their classrooms, and believed they could be effective in teaching 
content and skills to SELN, as compared to those teachers with little or no training.  Ernst and 
Rogers (2009) found that teachers with four or more days of in-service training were much more 
positive than those with little or no training.  Results from  the Wogamon (2013) study found that 
when a teacher’s hours of professional development increased, so too did their attitude towards 
inclusion.   They also found that teachers who had taken at least one special education course 
(university based) were much more positive compared to teachers with little to no training.  
Avramidis and Norwich (2002), Ernst and Rogers (2009), Sokal and Sharma (2017) all reported 
that university course work correlated positively with teacher attitude towards inclusion.  Sokal 
and Sharma (2017) highlighted the need for continued professional development and training for 
in-service teachers to be a key factor in successful inclusion practices.   
Liu and Pearson (1999) not only measured teacher training levels, but also investigated 
teachers’ perceived need for further training in inclusive practices.  They found that teachers 
with fewer years teaching experience (previously described as having a more positive attitude 
towards inclusion) felt they required more training to effectively implement inclusion compared 
to those teachers with more years teaching experience (previously described as having a less 
positive attitude) (Liu & Pearson, 1999).  Interestingly, Liu and Pearson reported that only 50% 
of high school teachers were interested in receiving additional training in inclusive practices, 
compared to 84% elementary teachers. Canadian researchers McGhie-Richmond et al. (2013) 
also found that some high school teachers working in elective course areas also felt they did not 
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require specialized training or professional development in the area of inclusion because they 
were not “heavily involved” in the programing needs for SELN.    
Although most studies conclude teacher training is a strong predicator of teacher 
attitudes, two outliers were found in the available literature.  Wilkins and Neufeld (2004) 
reported professional development intervention did not influence teachers’ attitude in a positive 
manner.  Ross-Hill (2009) also reported that his study did not reveal any statistical difference in 
teacher attitude towards SELN in relation to the level of training the teacher had received. 
Environmental related variables. 
A review of selected literature also suggests that environmental or school related 
dependent variables can be a strong predicator of teacher attitude towards inclusion.  Studies 
indicate that teacher attitudes correlated positively or negatively with teachers’ perception of 
school culture and the physical and human supports available to them.  Positive attitudes towards 
inclusion were highest among teachers who felt supports and services were in place to meet the 
changing needs of inclusion as a delivery model of education for students with SELN.   
grade level taught. 
Teacher attitudes based on grade level taught are most often considered in the groupings 
of elementary level, middle school or high school level, rather than grade 3 versus grade 6 for 
example.  In studies that focus entirely on either elementary or high school populations findings 
show elementary teachers are neutral in their attitudes towards inclusion (de Boer et al., 2011; 
Ross-Hill, 2009) whereas high school teachers are generally negative in their attitudes (Cullen et 
al., 2011; Liu & Pearson, 1999; McGhie-Richmond, 2013).  Avramidis and Norwich’s (2002) 
review of available literature noted that studies conducted in the United States indicated that as 
the grade level taught increased, teachers’ attitude towards inclusion decreased (became more 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 25 
  
 
 
negative).   Canadian researcher McGhie-Richmond (2013) reported that high school teachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusion were significantly more negative than elementary school teachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusion.   Researcher Shuster (2013) contradicted McGhie-Richmond et al.’s 
findings citing that his study found no significant difference in attitude scores that could be 
attributed to the grade level taught.   
administrative support.  
Canadian researchers Stanovich and Jordan (1998) declared the strongest environmental 
predictor of teacher attitude (measured behaviorally, in terms of actual teaching practices) was 
that of the school principals’ attitude towards inclusion.  They stated that the principals’ attitude 
was pivotal in establishing positive school ethos towards inclusion.  Stanovich and Jordan 
reported that when positive school culture toward inclusion was reported by teachers, they were 
more likely to have a positive attitude towards inclusion, accept responsibility for a diverse 
group of learners, and adapt their teaching methods in order to successfully implement inclusive 
programming.  These findings are somewhat contradictory to an earlier study by fellow Canadian 
researcher, Henry (1996), who reported that school administrators held more positive attitudes 
toward inclusive education than teachers on their staff.  
access to human supports. 
Teacher access to human resources and supports has been consistently reported to be a 
strong predictor of teachers’ attitude towards inclusion (Ernst and Rogers 2009; Mulholland & 
O’Connor, 2016; O’Gorman & Drudy, 2018; Sokal and Wogamon, 2013).  Ernst and Rogers 
(2009) both and McGhie- Richmond (2013) both found that additional human supports at the 
school level, such as support from resource staff and specialists in a co-teaching model, 
promoted a positive attitude amongst teachers. The Liu and Pearson (1999) study specifically 
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investigated teachers’ attitude towards the benefits of co-teaching and found that co-teaching and 
collaborative opportunities with school-based specialists were important factors in teachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusion of students with SELN.  Teachers interviewed in the McGhie-
Richmond et al. (2013) study voiced collaboration with school-based support staff was the most 
vital support they had when considering how they meet the needs of SELN.    
Environmental variables that were consistently related to negative attitudes of teachers 
towards inclusion were also reported.  Avramidis and Norwich (2002) and de Boer et al. (2011) 
identified variables related most closely with teachers’ negative attitude towards inclusion.  
These were increased work load, insufficient support from external specialists, and overcrowded 
classrooms. Vaughn et al. (1996) and Ernst and Rogers (2009) attributed teachers’ negative 
attitude towards inclusion to variables of inadequate resources and lack of scheduled preparation 
time.  McGhie-Richmond interview teachers voiced concerns of  
Conclusion 
Inclusive education practices have evolved from segregated classrooms and integration 
and are now mandated by legislation as the expected delivery model of education for students 
with special education needs.  Despite the growing evidence of the benefits of inclusion for all 
students, teachers continue to demonstrate negative attitudes towards inclusive practices (de Boer 
et al., 2011; McGhie-Richmond et al., 2013; Yaraya et al., 2018).  
This literature review revealed that high school teachers have a predominantly negative 
attitude towards inclusion and that inclusive practices are not carried out in high school to as 
great an extent as they are in elementary settings (McGhie-Richmond et. al, 2013).   Research 
indicates that teacher attitude is the primary factor determining the successful implementation of 
inclusion models.  Variables seen to have the strongest and most consistent influence on teacher 
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attitude are access to human supports, training and professional development, and greater 
exposure and experience in inclusive settings.   
Limitations of the Literature Review  
Although this literature review has provided valuable information on teacher attitudes 
towards inclusion there are three imitations to consider.  First, very few studies have evaluated 
all three components of attitude (cognitive, behavioral, and affective) collectively.  It can be 
argued that in order to effect change in teacher attitudes, a better understanding of all three facets 
of their attitudes towards inclusion is required.  Second, there is an overall lack of research 
focusing specifically on high school teachers’ attitude towards inclusion.  Given this population 
of teachers has very different roles and responsibilities compared to elementary teachers, and a 
closer look at their attitudes is required to support inclusive practices in high school settings.   
Finally, many studies about teacher attitude towards inclusion have been conducted in 
countries other than Canada.  Although the attitudes of teachers in other countries are valid, they 
are based on inclusive models of education that are very different from what we are familiar with 
here in Canada.  Furthermore, these studies have strong cultural and political undertones 
regarding teacher attitude toward inclusion that affect findings and conclusions in a manner that 
cannot be generalized to educational situations in Canada.   
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Chapter Three: Method 
Design  
This descriptive study was designed to investigate Canadian high school teachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusion and determine if teacher demographic variables and school 
environment variables influenced these attitudes.  Online survey methodology was used to 
collect quantitative attitudinal data that could be analyzed with descriptive statics.  Demographic 
data was analyzed using descriptive statistics.  The Somers' Delta statistic was then calculated to 
determine the strength and relatedness between the dependent variable of teacher attitude and 
independent demographic variables.   
Permissions 
Approval for this research was first obtained from the Brandon University Research and 
Ethics Committee.  Approval was also obtained from the Research Approval Committee of the 
school division from which participants were recruited.  The school division’s research advisory 
committee gave considerable attention to the areas of the study pertaining to participant’s 
interaction with the researcher, data collection and storage, access rights and dissemination of 
reporting of findings.  After this review some procedural revisions were made and specific 
guidelines were set forth by the school division to address any perceived conflict and to 
safeguard the confidentiality of all participants.   
As a condition of approval from the school division the researcher was required to 
contact each high school administrator and request permission to contact staff in their schools.  
Face to face meetings were scheduled with 14 high school administrators.  During these 
meetings each administrator was provided a letter of information outlining the purpose of the 
study, methods of recruitment and data collection procedures for the study (See Appendix A).  
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Administrators were also provided a copy of the Decision of Informed Consent (See Appendix 
B), the Demographic Questionnaire form (See Appendix C) and Inclusion Attitude Scale for 
High School Teachers (Ernst 2006) (See Appendix D) that would be used in the online survey.   
Recruitment of Participants  
The research participants in this study were high school teachers recruited from a large 
urban school division in Manitoba, Canada.  Participation in this study was voluntary and 
participants were assured that all responses would be anonymous. All communications and 
interactions between researcher and the participants were conducted through teachers’ 
divisionally based work email addresses.  The survey component was carried out through the 
third-party service, Survey Monkey (http://surveymonkey.com). 
Teacher email addresses were requested directly from all school administrators.  Nine of 
these administrators provided a copy of teacher emails and three administrators directed the 
researcher to the schools’ websites where staff email addresses were publicly available.  A total 
of 719 teachers from 12 high schools were invited to participate in this study.  Two hundred and 
nine teachers responded to the invitation to participate for an overall response rate of 29%, which 
is above average for external survey collection 
Instrumentation  
This study was conducted through participants’ responses to an online survey.  The 
survey comprised of two parts; (a) a demographic questionnaire form created by the researcher 
(See Appendix C), and (b) the Inclusion Attitude Scale for High School Teachers (Ernst 2006) 
(See Appendix D). 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 30 
  
 
 
Part one: Demographic questionnaire (items 1-14). 
The first section of this survey comprised of a 14-item questionnaire (See Appendix C) 
used to gather demographic information about the participants gender, educational background, 
years teaching experience, experience as lead teacher in inclusive settings, grade level taught, 
content area taught, number of professional development and training opportunities, and access 
to additional resources and supports for the purposes of supporting inclusion in their classrooms.  
Part two: The Inclusion Attitude Scale for High School Teachers (items 15-41). 
In the second part of this survey, participants completed the Inclusion Attitude Scale for 
High School Teachers (See Appendix D) developed by Dr. Catherine Ernst (2006).  Ernst created 
this scale for her doctoral dissertation from University of Rhode Island.  Ernst’s survey tool 
addressed the lack of instruments designed to measure the three components of attitude; 
cognitive attitude, affective attitude, and behavioral attitudes.  The Inclusion Attitude Scale for 
High School Teachers (ISHST) takes into consideration the unique roles and responsibilities of 
teachers working in high school environments.     
The ISHST is 27-item closed response survey which uses a 7-point Likert response scale 
(strongly agree, moderately agree, mildly agree, neither agree nor disagree, mildly disagree, 
moderately disagree and strongly disagree).  The wording of each item on the scale would allow 
that agreeing to a statement would indicate a positive attitude response and disagreeing with a 
statement would indicate a negative attitudinal response.  The validity and reliability factors of 
this instrument have been established by Ernst (2006) in her doctoral dissertation.  
The 27 items of the ISHST (numbered 15- 41) were organized into three subsets.  Each 
subset contained statements designed to elicit a response for one (of the three) components of 
attitude being measured.  Items numbered 15-26 evaluated teachers’ cognitive attitudes towards 
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inclusion by providing statements relating to teachers’ understanding and beliefs about inclusion.  
An example of a statement designed to measure cognitive attitude is “Including students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom helps foster an understanding of differences.”  
Items numbered 27-34 measured teachers’ affective attitude by prompting teachers to consider 
their feelings about inclusion.  An example of a statement designed to evaluate teachers’ 
affective attitudes is “I feel emotionally prepared to include students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom.”  Items numbered 35-41 evaluated teachers’ behavioral attitude by 
having teachers reflect on what actions they take regarding classroom inclusion.  A sample of 
this is “I am open to changing my teaching methods to meet the needs of students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom.” 
Procedure 
Survey component. 
The third-party service Survey Monkey (http://surveymonkey.com) was used to develop 
an online version of the survey, create the data base of participant email addresses, and facilitate 
all interactions and communications between researcher and participants.  An initial email 
containing the Letter of Invitation to participate in the study (See Appendix E) and the Letter of 
Information and Informed Consent (See Appendix F) was sent to 719 teachers.  
Four additional follow up invitations were sent to teachers who had not responded to previous 
invitations in some manner (See Appendices G, H, I, J).  A fifth and final email was sent to all 
teachers to thank those who responded for their participation and extend a final invitation to 
participate in the study (See Appendix K).  
All email invitations contained a link that would direct teachers to the Survey Monkey 
website.  In order to access the survey participants were required to read the Decision of Consent 
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(See Appendix B) and select “I agree to participate” or “I decline to participate”.  The two 
participants who selected “I decline to participate” were removed from the study and did not 
receive any follow up invitations.  The Survey Monkey platform also stipulated that an 
immediate “opt out option” be included in every email sent to participants.  Participants had an 
option to select “remove me from this study” directly from the email without needing to proceed 
to the survey site. Twenty-three participants requested to be removed from the study.   
  Participants who provided consent and agreed to participate in the study gained access to 
the online survey.  Participants were instructed to complete each question as best they could and 
were advised that they could skip any question without penalty.  Prior to responding to Part 2: 
The Inclusion Attitude Scale for High School Teachers participants were provided with the 
following definitions to be used when considering the term “inclusion”.  
Inclusion means: 
 
 •Students with special needs should experience school as much as possible like   
 their peers without special needs. 
 •To make inclusion applicable in Manitoba schools, educators will: 
  ◦Foster school and classroom communities where all students, including   
  those with diverse needs and abilities, have a sense of personal belonging   
  and achievement. 
  ◦Engage in practices that allow students with a wide range of learning   
  needs to be taught together effectively. 
  ◦Enhance students’ abilities to deal with diversity 
 
 (Manitoba Education and Training, (n.d.)) 
 
Participants were also made aware the language used in the survey reflected that of the 
creator of the survey and that the phrase "students with disabilities" would mean "students with 
special educational needs". 
Online access to complete the questionnaire and survey was open for a 6-month window 
December 1, 2013 to May 31, 2014.  Participants were able to complete the online survey from 
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any location where they could access their divisional based email.  This meant participants could 
complete the survey outside of the school building, however, the survey had to be accessed 
directly through their work email.  Once a survey was submitted, teachers were removed from 
the email collector and no longer had access to the survey.  Upon completion of the data 
collection phase all email addresses were deleted from the Survey Monkey data base.   
Scoring procedure. 
All data responses submitted by participants were collected and stored within the Survey 
Monkey server.  Survey Monkey assigned a random ID code to each data set received to ensure 
responses remained anonymous and were not connected to teachers’ names or email addresses.   
Letters of Information and Informed Consent were sent to 719 high school teachers.  Two 
hundred and nine participants responded to the invitation in some manner, giving this study an 
overall response rate of 29%.   
The first step in data analysis was to review the 209 survey response sets and eliminate 
the 23 participants who asked to be removed from the study plus the two participants who did 
not consent to participate in the study.  This left 184 participants who agreed to be in the study 
for a 25.6 % participation rate.  The remaining 184 data sets were screened for accuracy, missing 
values and any outliers.  It was decided that if a response set was missing more than three 
responses on the demographic portion of the survey, or more than five responses on the ISHST 
portion of the survey, the set would be considered incomplete and removed from the study.  
After this screening, thirty-four response sets were eliminated from the study; one for insufficient 
demographic data, and 33 for missing more than five responses on the ISHST.  This left 150 
participant response sets of data for analysis which equates to 21% of all teachers invited to 
participate.   
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 The second step of analysis was to evaluate participants’ cognitive, affective and 
behavioral attitudes towards inclusion.  First, raw score and percentages values were calculated 
to evaluate if the participants responded positively, neutrally or negatively to statements and sub 
sets of statements of the ISHST.  Secondly, participant’s Likert responses were evaluated to 
determine if participants responded more positive or negative towards individual items of the 
ISHST, as well as attitude responses to each attitudinal subsets of statements of the ISHST.  The 
seven Likert response options were assigned numeric values; strongly agree = 3, moderately 
agree= 2, mildly agree = 1, neither agree nor disagree =0, strongly disagree = -3, moderately 
disagree = -2 and mildly disagree =0.   The averages for each statement were calculated.  The 
higher the average is the more positive the attitude response measured.   
The final step of data analysis was to examine the relatedness of independent variables on 
teacher attitudes towards inclusion.  In order to complete this final analysis, the researcher 
enlisted the support of statistician Jeden Tolentino.  In meetings with Mr. Tolentino it was 
decided that ordinal regression analysis would be best suited to determine the likelihood that an 
independent variable (such as gender) would influence the dependent variable (attitudes 
statements of the ISHST).  The Somers' Delta (Somers’ D) was used to determine the strength 
and relatedness between teacher attitude and the independent variables.  Participants’ responses 
to ISHST statements (strongly agree to strongly disagree) remained coded from 3 to -3.  
Independent variables were assigned numerical values and all data was coded by the researcher 
and reviewed for accuracy by Mr. Tolentino.  Mr. Tolentino used the coded data to run a full 
Somers’ D test using SPSS statistical software version 20 (IBM Corp., 2013).  
  All independent variable options were analyzed against the 27 dependent attitude 
statements of the ISHST.  The results of the Somers ‘D were examined by the researcher and Mr. 
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Tolentino to identify statically significant directional measures.  The threshold used to interpret 
the results of the Somers ’D was set as follows:  
• Small degree = 0 -.019 
• small/medium degree = .2 – .29 
• medium degree = .3 -.39 
• medium/large degree = .4 -.49   
• large degree = > .5     
 
A chart was created plotting the directional measure for all variable cross tabulations that fell 
within this threshold scale (See Appendix L). Using this chart, the researcher was able to 
determine which variables had the most significant influence on teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion.   
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Chapter Four: Results 
This chapter will summarize the findings of the three guiding research questions and 
hypotheses of this study.  First, the findings of Canadian high school teachers’ cognitive, 
affective and behavioral attitudes towards inclusion will be presented.  Secondly the 
demographic data and results of the Somers’ D analysis for the teacher related variables of 
gender, educational background, years teaching experience, experience as lead teacher in an 
inclusive classroom, and professional development will be reported.  The final segment will 
review the demographic information and results of the Somers’ D analysis for the environmental 
variables of grade level taught, content area taught and access to human resources.   
Results of Canadian High School Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusion  
Guiding Question 1 
What are the cognitive, affective and behavioral attitudes of Canadian high school teachers 
towards inclusion? 
Guiding Hypothesis 1   
It was hypothesized that Canadian teachers’ cognitive attitudes towards inclusion would 
be most positive, behavioral attitudes most negative, and affective attitudes would be neutral. 
Findings 
The results of this study show that the guiding hypothesis was not supported on all three 
points.  As Table 1 indicates, participants’ behavioral attitudes towards inclusion were seen to be 
the most positive of the three attitude components.  Agreement responses (Likert scores 1-3) to 
the behavioral statements of the ISHST were submitted by 83% of participants.  Teachers’ 
cognitive attitudes towards inclusion was also seen to be positive with agreement responses to 
the cognitive statements selected by 59% of participants.  Teachers’ affective attitude was 
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deemed to be the least positive of all three attitude components.  Less than half (49%) of all 
participants provided agreement responses to statements that designed to evaluate affective 
attitudes.   
Table 1  
Participant Response by Attitude Component Type  
 Agreement 
Response 
(Positive) 
Neither Agree nor 
Disagree (Neutral)  
Disagreement   
Response    
(Negative) 
Attitude Component 
Cognitive Attitude 
 
59%            13% 27% 
Affective Attitude 
 
49% 
 
17% 34% 
 
Behavior Attitude 
 
83% 13% 4% 
 
All Statements Combined 
 
64% 14% 22% 
    
 
Note: % is given for the overall percentage of participants who provided positive, neutral or 
negative responses to each attitude statement type.   
 
Teachers’ cognitive attitudes towards inclusion.  
The survey had a total of twelve statements (#15 - #26) designed to identify teachers’ 
cognitive attitudes towards inclusion.  The intent of these statements was to assess what teachers 
know, think or believe about inclusion of students with special needs in the general education 
classroom.  When evaluating cognitive responses, 59% of participants selected agreement 
responses that would indicate a positive cognitive attitude while 13% selected neutral responses 
and 28% of participants selected disagreement (negative) response options.  Table 2 below 
details participants’ responses to cognitive statements (#15-26) of the ISHST.   
 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 38 
  
 
 
Table 2  
Participant Response to Cognitive Statements #15 – 26 of ISHST 
  Agree 
Responses 
(Positive) 
Neither  
Agree/ Disagree  
(Neutral) 
Disagree 
Response 
(Negative) 
 Cognitive statements N % N % n % 
15 I believe teaching students with disabilities in a 
general education classroom will encourage 
their academic growth 
102 68 22 14.7 26 17.3 
16 Inclusion in the general education classroom 
will have a positive impact on the social and 
emotional development of students with 
disabilities. 
116 77.3 13 8.7 21 14 
17 I am receptive to including all students with 
disabilities into the general education 
classroom. 
102 68.5 18 12.1 29 19.5 
18 All students with disabilities can be educated in 
the general education classroom 
53 35.3 20 13.3 77 51.3 
19 I am receptive to including students with 
disabilities because their presence in crease all 
students learning opportunities 
97 64.7 21 14 32 21.3 
20 All students with disabilities should be included 
in the general education classroom. 
59 39.3 20 13.3 71 47.3 
21 Including students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom helps foster an 
understanding of differences. 
127 84.7 9 6.0 14 9.3 
22 I have high expectations that all students, 
including students with disabilities, can learn 
and achieve in the general education classroom. 
100 66.7 13 8.7 37 24.7 
23 Including students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom facilitates 
advancements in teaching methods that benefit 
all students. 
93 62.4 24 16.1 32 21.5 
24 Students with disabilities exhibit the same level 
of behavioral difficulties as their peers within 
the general education classroom 
60 40.3 30 20.1 59 39.6 
25 I will give the same amount of academic 
attention to all students when including students 
with disabilities in the general education 
classroom 
71 47.7 
 
22 14.8 56 37.6 
26 I believe that I can be effective in teaching all 
students in the general education classroom  
82 55.4 19 12.8 47 31.8 
Note: % is given for the overall percentage of participants who provided positive, neutral or negative 
responses to each attitude statement type. 
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As Table 2 indicates, positive responses outweigh negative responses for nine of the 
twelve statements.  Statement 21 “Including students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom helps foster an understanding of differences” received the highest positive response 
with 85% (n=127) of all participants agreeing with the statement.  Statement 24 Students with 
disabilities exhibit the same level of behavioral difficulties as their peers within the general 
education classroom” was evenly split with 40% positive responses and 40% negative 
responses.  Negative responses outnumbered positive responses on two of the twelve cognitive 
statements.  Statement 18 “All students with disabilities can be educated in the general education 
classroom scored the highest negative response of all cognitive items with 51% (n= 77) of 
participants disagreeing with the statement.  Statement 20 also received a high percentage of 
negative responses (47%) and received the largest number of “strongly disagree responses” with 
22% of all teachers strongly disagreeing with the statement “All students with disabilities should 
be included in the general education classroom”. 
Teachers’ affective attitudes towards inclusion.  
The survey had a total of seven statements (#27- 33) used to identify teachers’ affective 
attitudes towards inclusion.  These statements were designed to determine how teachers felt 
about the inclusion of students with special needs in the general education classroom.  
Participant responses to the affective statements were the least positive of all three attitude 
components.   Affective attitude statements received the least number of positive responses from 
participants and “strongly agree” was selected the fewest amount of times when compared to 
cognitive or behavioral subsets.  Affective factors also had the highest number of negative 
responses from participants.  When the average for all affective responses was calculated, 49% 
of participants selected agreement responses that would indicate a positive affective attitude 
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while 17% selected the neutral response and 34 % of participants selected disagreement 
responses.   
Table 3 below details participants’ responses to affective statements (#27– 33) of the 
ISHST.  As Table 3 indicates, positive responses outweighed negative responses for four of the 
seven affective statements.  Statement 28 “I feel emotionally prepared to include students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom” received the highest positive response with 71% 
(n=104) of all participants agreeing with the statement.    
Table 3  
 
Participant Response to Affective Statements 27 – 33 of ISHST 
  Agreement 
Responses 
(Positive) 
Neither  
Agree/ Disagree  
(Neutral) 
Disagreement  
Response 
(Negative) 
 Affective Statement  n % n % n % 
27 As a result of my training, I feel comfortable 
teaching students with disabilities in an 
inclusive classroom 
89 60.5 25 17.0 33 22.4 
28 I feel emotionally prepared to include 
students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom  
104 71.2 17 11.6 25 17.1 
29 I have adequate preparation time in my 
schedule to include students with disabilities 
in the general education classroom 
37 24.7 27 18.0 86 57.3 
30 I am comfortable with the level of safety in 
the general education classroom when 
students with disabilities are included 
90 68.8 28 18.9 30 20.3 
31 I feel confident in my ability to teach 
students with disabilities effectively in a 
general education classroom 
89 60.1 22 14.9 37 25.0 
32 I received adequate training to teach 
students with disabilities in the 121general 
education classroom 
58 38.9 24 16.1 67 45.0 
33 I am satisfied with the amount of 
preparation time I have for including 
students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom 
38 25.3 31 20.7 81 54.0 
Note: % is given for the overall percentage of participants who provided positive, neutral or 
negative responses to each affective statement.   
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Negative responses outnumbered positive responses on three of the seven affective statements.  
Statement 29 “I have adequate preparation time in my schedule to include students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom” scored the highest negative response of all 
affective items with 57% (n=89) of participants disagreeing with the statement 
Teachers’ behavioral attitudes towards inclusion.   
 The final eight statements of the survey (# 34 - 41) identified teachers’ behavioral 
attitudes towards inclusion.  Behavioral statements assessed the behaviors or actions teachers 
take regarding the inclusion of students with special needs in the general education classroom. 
Participant responses to behavioral statements were the most positive of all three attitude 
components.  Behavioral factors also had the least number of negative responses from 
participants.  When the average for all affective responses was calculated, 84% of participants 
selected agreement responses that would indicate a positive behavioral attitude while 13% 
selected the neutral response and 4 % of participants selected disagreement responses.   
Table 4 details participants’ responses to behavioral statements (#34- 41) of the ISHST.  
As the table indicates teachers responded positively on every behavioral statement of the ISHST.  
Statement 35 “I will work to ensure the safety of all students when including students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom” scored the highest positive response with 93% 
(n=140) of all participants agreeing with the statement.  Statement 41 “I am pleased when 
classmates socially accept students with disabilities” also received 93% (139) positive response 
from participants.  While still overwhelmingly positive, statement 40 “I effectively adapt 
materials to the core curriculum in order to include students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom” received the highest negative response of the all the behavioral items with 
10% (n=15) of participants selecting disagreement responses.  
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Table 4 Participant Responses to Behavioral Statements (#34 – 41) of ISHST 
 
  Agree 
Responses 
(Positive) 
Neither 
Agree/Disagree 
(Neutral)  
Disagree 
Response 
(Negative) 
 BEHAVIORAIL STATEMENTS N % N % N % 
34 I am open to changing my teaching methods to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom  
121 81.2 18 12 10 6.7 
35 I will work to ensure the safety of all students when 
including students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom 
140 93.3 9 6. 1 0.7 
36 I accept responsibility for teaching students with a 
variety of learning differences in the general 
education classroom  
122 81.3 20 13.3 8 5.3 
37 I will foster the social/emotional independence of 
students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom  
131 87.9 16 10.7 2 1.3 
38 I help students with disabilities employ appropriate 
behaviors in the general education classroom  
127 85.2 20 13.4 2 1.3 
39 I will change the amount of time I spend on 
preparation in order to include students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom.  
102 68 36 24 12 8.0 
40 I effectively adapt materials to the core curriculum 
in order to include students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom. 
109 74.1 23 15.6 15 10.2 
41 I am pleased when classmates socially accept 
students with disabilities. 
 
139 92.7 11 7.3 0 0 
Note: % is given for the overall percentage of participants who provided positive, neutral or negative responses to 
each statement. 
 
 
 
Results of Teacher Related Variables 
Guiding Question 2 
How do teacher related variables of gender, years of teaching service, experience as lead 
teacher in an inclusive setting, educational background, and professional development training 
influence Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion?  
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Variable 1: Gender 
Demographic profile. 
All participants of the survey were asked to identify themselves as male or females.  Of 
the 149 participants who responded to this question 91 were females (61%) and 58 males (39%).  
Hypothesis.  
It was hypothesized that gender would not influence teacher attitudes towards inclusion.   
Findings. 
The findings of this study support the researcher’s hypothesis; gender was not seen to 
influence teacher attitudes towards inclusion on the majority of ISHST statements.  The results 
of this study align with past research by Avramidis and Norwich (2002) and de Boer et al. (2011) 
who found that gender was not a consistent variable when considering teacher attitude towards 
inclusion.   
Ernst and Rogers (2009) study reported that gender had a moderate effect on the affective 
statements of the ISHST scale, with males responding more positively than females.  In the 
current study gender influenced teacher attitude on only three of the 27 ISHST statements (See 
Appendix N).  For these three statements, it was found that male teachers would be more likely 
to hold positive attitudes towards inclusion than females.  Affective statements 27 and 28 
showed gender to have a small influence (.19) on teacher attitude. Cognitive statement 18 
showed a small to medium influence (.21) on teacher attitude (see Appendix L for results of 
Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds), (See Appendix M for list of ISHST statements).  
M).    Male teachers’ responses to statement 18 were 41% (n=24) positive and 40% negative 
(n=23) while female teachers’ responses were 29% (n=29) positive and 58% (n=53) negative.  
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Variable 2: Years of Teaching Experience  
Demographic profile.  
Participants were asked to select a five-year range that corresponded with their overall 
years of teaching experience.  Table 5 details the responses of the149 participants who answered 
this question.  Sixty three percent of teachers (n=94) reported having 15 years or less teaching 
experience, 29% of teachers (n=44) fell into the 16 to 25 years of teaching experience and 8% of 
teachers (n=11) had been teaching for more than 30 years.  
 
Table 5  
 
Participant Response for Number of Years Teaching Experience 
Years Teaching n % 
0   -  5    years  23 15 
6  -  10   years             40 27 
11 - 15   years  31 21 
16 - 20   years  20 13 
21 - 25   years  24 16 
26 - 30   years  0 0 
31 - 35   years  7 5 
36 - 40   years  3 2 
40 - 45   years  1 1 
 
Hypothesis.  
It was hypothesized that teachers with more years of teaching experience would hold 
fewer positive attitudes towards inclusion than those with fewer years of experience.   
Findings. 
The results of this study did not support this hypothesis.  The variable of years of 
teaching experience was not found to influence teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion on any 
statement in the ISHST scale.  This finding is consistent with the studies by Ernst and Rogers 
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(2009), Ross-Hill (2009), Shuster (2013) and Vaughn et al. (1996) which all reported that years 
of teaching service was not a factor in determining teacher attitude towards inclusion. 
Variable 3: Experience as a Lead Teacher in an Inclusive Classroom 
Demographic profile.  
Participants were asked to indicate how much experience they had as a lead teacher in an 
inclusive classroom.  The following definition of an inclusive classroom was provided to 
participants: “a classroom community where teachers engage in practices that allow all students, 
including those with a wide range of learning needs, to be taught together effectively so that all 
may experience a sense of personal belonging and achievement” (Manitoba Education Training, 
(n.d.). http://www.edu.gov.mb.ca/k12/specedu/aep/inclusion.html). 
No specific definition was provided for the concept of “lead teacher” in the survey 
instrument as this terminology was commonly used in the school division where this study took 
place. A lead teacher is the person responsible for content delivery and assessment of all students 
assigned to that class roster.  The school’s resource teacher or special education teacher may 
collaborate with the lead teacher for specific adaptions or modifications needed for a student; 
however, the lead teacher would be responsible for content creation, delivery and assessment of 
all students.  Participants could choose their level of experience as a lead teacher in an inclusive 
classroom from the four identifiers provided; none, limited, some, significant. These categories 
were not given approximations or guidelines and participants could self -declare as they chose. 
Demographic data for this question is provided in Table 6.  Of the 148 participants who 
responded to this question 12% (n=18) declared they had no experience being a lead teacher in 
an inclusive classroom and 12% (n=18) also declared they had limited experience as lead 
teacher.  Thirty percent (n=45) indicated they had some experience as lead teacher, 33% (n=49) 
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identified as having significant experience and 12% (n=18) reported having extensive experience 
as lead teacher in an inclusive classroom setting.  
Table 6  
 
Participant Response to Experience as Lead Teacher in an Inclusive Classroom  
Experience as Lead Teacher           n             % 
None            18            12 
Limited           18 12 
Some             45 30 
Significant            49 33 
Extensive           18 12 
 
Hypothesis.  
It was hypothesized that teachers with more experience as the lead teacher in an inclusive 
setting will hold more positive attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities.  
Findings.  
The findings of this study support this hypothesis.  Participants who reported more 
experience as the lead teacher in an inclusive classroom consistently responded more positively 
to ISHST statements than teachers with less experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting.    
In this study experience as a lead teacher was found to be the second most important variable to 
influence teacher attitude towards inclusion.  These findings mirror those of Ernst and Rogers’ 
(2009) study in which teachers with greater experience (measured in years of experience) were 
found to be significantly more positive in their attitude towards inclusion (p. 65).  Avramidis and 
Norwich (2002), de Boer et al., (2011), and Cullen (2011) all reported that as teacher experience 
with students with special educational needs in their classrooms increased, so too did positive 
attitude towards inclusive practices.   
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This variable influenced 18 of the 27 statements throughout all three attitude domains; 
eight cognitive statements, seven behavioral statements and three affective statements.  The 
degree to which experience as a lead teacher influenced attitude in this study ranged from small 
(.18) to medium – large (.42).  
small, and small to medium influence on teacher attitude. 
A small influence ranging from .14 - .18 was seen on 6 of the 12 cognitive items of the 
ISHST (statements 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25) and one behavioral item (statement 35).  A small to 
medium influence ranging from .2 -.29 was seen on 5 of the 8 behavioral items of the ISHST 
(statements 36, 37, 38, 40, 41), two of seven affective items (statements 28 and 32) and one of 
the twelve cognitive items (statement 23).  
medium influence on teacher attitude. 
 Experience as lead teacher had a medium degree (.32) of influence on cognitive 
statement 26 and affective statement 31.  For cognitive statement 26 “I believe that I can be 
effective in teaching all students in the general education classroom”, 83% (n=15) of teachers 
who declared having extensive experience responded positively, while only 18% (n=3) of 
teachers with no experience provided positive responses.  Looking at the data in Table 7 one can 
see that when participants’ experience as lead teacher increases so does the percentage of 
positive responses received.   
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Table 7  
 
Participant Response to Statement #26 based on Experience Level 
                                                      Negative Response     Positive Response 
Experience as Lead Teacher  n %  n % 
No experience    9 53  3 18 
Limited experience   7 39  8 44 
Some experience   15 33  24 55 
Significant experience   13 26  31 62 
Extensive experience   3 17  15 83 
 Note: Cognitive statement 26: I believe that I can be effective in teaching all students in the 
general education classroom 
 
medium to large influence on teacher attitude. 
Experience as a lead teacher in an inclusive setting was found to have a medium to large 
(n=.42) influence on teachers’ attitude for affective statement 27 “As a result of my training, I 
feel comfortable teaching students with disabilities in an inclusive classroom”.   
Table 8 details as participants’ experience as lead teacher increases so too does positive 
responses towards inclusion.  
Table 8  
 
Participant Response to Statement #27 based on Experience Level 
                                                    Negative Response         Positive Response 
Experience as Lead Teacher         n %      n % 
No experience    8 47  4 24 
Limited experience   8 44  5 28 
Some experience   8 18  29 66 
Significant experience  7 14  34 69 
Extensive experience   2 11  16 89 
Note: Cognitive statement 27: As a result of my training, I feel comfortable teaching students 
with disabilities in an inclusive classroom. 
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Variable 4: Educational Background  
Demographic profile. 
Participants were asked to indicate their education background by selecting all degrees 
and certification levels they have attained.  Table 9 illustrates the responses of 149 participants: 
127 participants (85%) held an education degree, and 79 participants (53%) held a bachelor’s 
degree.  Of participants with higher education backgrounds, 30 (20%) held a Post Baccalaureate 
Diploma in Education, 27 (18%) held Master’s degrees, and 1 (1%) held a Ph.D.  Only 8 (5%) 
participants held a Special Education Certificate.  Fifteen teachers indicated that they held 
“other” types of degree or certificates (Music Degree, Fine Arts, Vocational /Industrial 
Certificate, Therapeutic, English as Second Language).  
Table 9  
 
Participant Response to Educational Background / Degree Held    
Type of Degree Held    n % 
Education Degree   127 85 
Bachelor’s Degree    79 53 
Post Baccalaureate    30 20 
Master’s Degree   27 18 
Ph.D.     1 1 
Special Education Certificate  8 5 
Other                 15       10 
 
Hypothesis.  
It was hypothesized that teachers with a higher educational background/level of 
education would be more likely to hold positive attitudes towards inclusion.  
Findings. 
The results of this study did not support the hypothesis.  The variable of educational 
background was not found to influence teachers’ attitude toward inclusion.  This is in line with 
findings of Avramidis and Baylor (2002) and Shuster (2013).  There was only one statement, 
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cognitive statement 20, where educational background had a small (.19) influence on teacher 
attitude.  Closer examination of this statement showed that participants with the highest 
education background responded most negatively to the statement “All students with disabilities 
should be included in the general education classroom”.  It was found that 68% of participants 
with a master’s or PhD responded negatively to this statement while only 27% of participants 
with a Bachelor of Education degree gave a negative response to this statement.  
Table 10 outlines participant responses to cognitive statement 20 by agreement or 
disagreement type.   
 
Nearly one third (29%) of those with a graduate degree strongly disagreed with the 
statement compared to only 9% of those holding only a Bachelor of Education degree.  Teachers 
who held a Post Baccalaureate Diploma or a Special Education Certificate were most likely to 
respond positively (32%) compared to all education background types, but their negative 
responses (40%) were still higher then teachers who only held a Bachelor of Education degree 
(28%).  
 
Table 10  
 
Participant Response to ISHST Statement #20 by Educational Background 
Education  
Background  
Strongly 
disagree 
Mod. 
disagree 
Mildly 
disagree 
Neither  Mildly 
agree 
Mod. 
agree 
Strongly 
agree 
Total  
B.Ed. only 4  3 5 11 5 10 6  44 
Bachelor + B.Ed. 1 9 3 6 4 7 2 46 
PB /SEC 5 1 4 2 5 5 3 25 
Master/ Ph.D. 8  1 10 1 4 2 2    28 
Total 32 14 22 20 18 24 13 143 
 
Note:  Cognitive statement #20: All students with disabilities should be included in the general 
education classroom  
Bachelor + B.Ed. is any type of Bachelors Degree and a Bachelor of Education 
PB /SEC is Post Baccalaureate Diploma or Special Education Certificate. 
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Variable 5: Professional Development and Training  
Demographic profile.  
Participants were asked how many training or professional development opportunities 
related to inclusion or inclusive education they had participated in throughout their career.  
Participants specified the number of training opportunities they participated in that were: (a) 
delivered by their school or school division, (b) delivered by external agencies not connected to 
their school or school division, and (c) university level courses related to inclusion or inclusive 
education.  Table 11 tallies participant responses for the number of sessions and type of 
professional development sessions participants reported attending.   
Table 11 
 
Participant Response to Professional Development Opportunities Attended  
                                                 In School/                 External               University 
                                                 Division                    Agency                Courses     
PD Sessions Attended             n           %                  n      %                    n      %        
0                         29 19                  53     35                  45     30 
1 or 2                  43        29                  51     34                  62     41 
3 or 4                           30 20                  16     11                  17     11 
5 or 6                 16 11                  12     8                    15     10 
7 or 8                 4 3                    2       1                    3       2  
9 or 10               5 3                    4       3                    1       1 
>     10                21 14                 10      7                    7       5 
Overall Attendance                119      80%               95      64%              105   71% 
Of 148 respondents 
Note: PD abbreviation is professional development 
 
The highest attended professional development type was school or divisionally based 
professional development with 80% (n=119) of participants having attended some sessions.  
University level courses was the second highest professional development type attended with 
71% (n=105) of participants taking at least one university course related to inclusion.  
Professional development presented by external agencies was attended least often, with only 
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64% (n=95) of respondents attending, yet this type of professional development had strongest 
influence on teacher attitude.    
Of the 148 participants 19% (n=29) had never attended any school or divisionally based 
professional development on the topic of inclusion, 35% (n=53) of participants had not attended 
any external professional development sessions related to inclusion and 30% (n=45) of 
participants had never taken a university level courses related to inclusive education.  A cross 
tabulation of all participants attending any type of professional development related to inclusion 
revealed that 8% of participants had not attended any type of professional development related to 
inclusive education.   
Although school-based professional development had the highest overall attendance a 
closer look indicates that 29% (n=43) of participants reported having attended only one or two 
school or divisional based professional development sessions.  This combines for 48% of 
participants attending two or fewer professional development sessions presented by their school 
or school division.  Of the remaining 52% of teachers, 20% (n=30) had participated in three or 
four school or divisionally based professional development sessions, 11% (n=16) had taken five 
or six professional development sessions, 2% (n=3) had seven or eight sessions, and 3% (n=5) 
had attended nine or ten sessions.  Fourteen percent (n=21) of respondents indicated they had 
participated in more than ten school or divisionally-based professional development sessions.    
Thirty four percent (n=51) of participants reported attending one or two external 
professional development sessions on the subject of inclusion.  This combines for 63% of all 
respondents participating in two or less professional development opportunities presented by 
agencies out-side of the school or division.  Of the remaining 37% of teachers, 11% (n=16) had 
participated in three or four professional development sessions presented by external agencies, 
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8% (n=12) had participated in five or six external professional development sessions, 1% (n=2) 
had attended seven or eight external sessions, 3% (n=4) had nine to ten external sessions, and 7% 
(n=10) participated in more than ten professional development opportunities presented by 
external agencies. 
When considering professional development at the university level, 41% (n=62) of 
teachers reported having attended one or two university courses related to inclusion.  Of the 
remaining 29% of participants, 11% (n=17) reported having three to four university level courses 
on inclusion, 10% (n=15) had taken five or six university courses, 2% (n=3) had taken seven or 
eight university courses, 1% (n=1) had taken nine or ten university courses, and 5% (n=7) of 
respondents indicated they had taken more than ten university level courses related to inclusion.  
Interestingly this correlates exactly with the number of respondents who reported having a 
Special Education Certificate (5%) when asked about their educational background.   
Hypothesis. 
It was hypothesized that teachers who participated in more professional development 
training sessions related to inclusion or inclusive education would be more likely to have positive 
attitudes towards inclusion of students with disabilities. 
Findings. 
The findings of this study support this hypothesis.  Respondents with greater professional 
development and training related to inclusion or inclusive education were consistently more 
positive towards inclusion than those teachers with fewer professional development 
opportunities.  Teacher participation in professional development related to inclusion was the 
third most important variable influencing teacher attitude towards inclusion in this study.  These 
findings add to the long list of research that identifies teacher professional development in the 
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area of inclusion as a key factor in predicting teacher attitudes towards inclusion and positively 
influencing teacher attitudes towards inclusion (Crispel & Kasperski, 2019; Ernst & Rogers, 
2009; Mitchell, 2010; O’Gorman & Drudy, 2018; Sokal & Sharma, 2017; Wogamon, 2013)  
Professional development positively influenced every statement on the ISHST and 
consistently showed that the greater number of professional development opportunities teachers 
participated in, the more positive their attitude response toward inclusion.  Of the three types of 
professional development investigated, professional development presented by external agencies 
proved to have the greatest impact on teacher attitudes, influencing 25 of 27 ISHST statements.  
School or divisional based professional development influenced 23 of 27 statements.  University 
level courses relating to inclusion influenced 14 of the 27 ISHST statements. Both school-based 
professional development and professional development presented by external agencies 
influenced all seven affective statement on the ISHST, while university level courses influenced 
four of seven affective statements.  
school-based or divisionally-based professional development. 
School or divisionally based professional development had a small influence (ranging 
from .11 - .18) on six statements of the ISHST: behavior statements 35 and 36, cognitive 
statements 16, 23, 36, and affective statement 33.  This variable had a small to medium influence 
(ranging from .2 - .28) on 14 items on the ISHST: cognitive statements 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 
affective statements 28, 29, 30 and behavioral statements 37, 38, 39 and 40.  School or divisional 
professional development showed a medium degree of influence (ranging from .3 - .39) on 
teacher attitudes towards inclusion on affective statements 27 (.35) and statements 31 and 31 
(both .32).  (See Appendix L for results of Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds; see 
Appendix M for list of ISHST statements).   
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professional development presented by external agencies 
Of all variables measured in this study, professional development presented by external 
agencies influenced the largest number of statements on the ISHST, showing a positive influence 
for 25 of the 27 ISHST statements.  Findings also indicated that teachers attending more 
professional development presented by external agencies would be more likely to have a positive 
attitude towards inclusion compared to those who have taken school-based professional 
development or university level courses on inclusion.  External professional development had a 
small influence (ranging from .11 - .18) on four items of the ISHST: cognitive statements 24 and 
29 and affective statement 29 and 33.  External professional development had a small to medium 
degree of influence (ranging from .2 - .28) on 16 items of the ISHST: cognitive statements 15, 
16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22; affective statements 28 and 30; and behavioral statements 34, 36, 37, 39 
and 40.  A medium degree of influence (ranging from .3 - .39) was observed on five ISHST 
items; cognitive statement 19 (.34), behavior statement 38 (.33) and affective statements 32 (.3), 
27 (.38) and 31 (.38). 
university level courses on special education   
University based professional development impacted the least number of items on the 
ISHST when compared to the other two types of professional development investigated.  
University level courses on the topic of inclusions influenced 14 of 27 items of the ISHST.  It 
had a small influence (ranging from .11 - .18) on nine statements of the ISHST: cognitive 
statements 18, 19, 21 and 23; behavior statements 27, 29, 36; and affective statement 28.  This 
variable had a small to medium influence (ranging from .2 - .28) on three statements on the 
ISHST; cognitive statement 17, affective statement 31 and behavioural statement 38.  University 
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level professional development showed a medium degree of influence (ranging from .3 - .39) for 
two affective items, statement 27 (.34) and statement 32 (.33). 
Results of Environmental Variables 
Guiding Question 3 
How do the environmental variables of grade level taught, content area taught, and access 
to human supports influence Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion? 
Variable 6: Grade Level Taught  
Demographic profile.  
Participants were asked to select the grade level(s) they teach or work with most often in 
the school year.  Participants were limited to only one response.  Table 12 provides the details of 
the 148 responses submitted for this question.  Eight percent (n=12) of teachers reported teaching 
grades seven or eight only, 13% (n=19) taught grades nine and ten, and 16% (n=24) of teachers 
indicated they taught grades 11 and 12 only.  Thirteen percent (n=21) of participants taught 
grades seven to twelve and 42% (n=63) of teachers taught all grade levels nine to twelve.  Five 
percent (n=7) of teachers taught multi grade /multi age grades and 2% of teachers (n=3) taught 
adult aged students.  Three participants opted out of answering this question.  
Table 12 
 
Participant Response to Grade Level Taught 
Grade level(s)taught    N % 
Grades 7-8          12 8 
Grades 9-10    19 13 
Grades 11-12     24 16 
All Grades 7-12      20 13 
All High School 9-12   63 42 
Multi Gr/Multi Age groups  7 5 
Adult Ed/Adult Spec Ed   3 2 
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Hypothesis. 
It was hypothesized that teachers in higher grade levels would be less likely to have 
positive attitudes towards inclusion.    
Findings. 
This hypothesis was not supported by the data.  This study did not find grade level taught 
to influence teacher attitude towards inclusion for any statements on the ISHST.  
This question was not part of the original study conducted by Ernst (2009).  This variable 
was included for investigative purposes.  Past studies had shown grade level to be a factor in 
teacher attitude towards inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Cochran, 1998; McGhie- 
Richmond et al., 2013).  Avramidis and Norwich (2002) reported that elementary teachers were 
more positive towards inclusion than high school teachers and noticed a trend that as the grade 
level taught increased, teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion decreased (became more negative).  
Cochran’s (1998) results showed elementary teachers scored higher on the survey scale than high 
school teachers, indicating elementary teachers were more positive. 
Perhaps this study did not support previous findings because there was not enough 
separation of grade levels taught in this pool of participants to see any patterns emerge.  For 
example, 42% of teachers surveyed indicated that they taught all grades 9 to 12 equally.  This is 
a valid representation of how high school teachers in Manitoba are assigned classes and grade 
groupings.  For example, a high school math teacher may teach a variety of grade levels and 
courses types.  Perhaps high school teachers from other countries where past studies were based, 
such as the USA or England, are more specialized to specific grade or content area.   
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Variable 7: Content Area Taught  
Demographic profile.  
Participants were asked to identify the content areas or subject area(s) they had taught 
during the school year.  Participants could select all content or subject areas that applied to them. 
Figure 3 below shows the original scope of responses from 148 participants.    
 
Figure 3. Content area taught by participants.   
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For purposes of data analyses the content or subject areas taught were combined into six 
categories as presented in Table 13.  Thirty-two percent of participants (n=48) taught Math or 
Science and 31% (n=46) taught English Language Arts or Social Sciences.   Thirty-nine percent 
of respondents (n=58) reported teaching elective courses such as technical/industrial educations, 
human ecology/home economics, visual and performing arts, information and communication 
technology, computer sciences, foreign language or school-initiated courses.  Thirteen percent of 
teachers (n=9) taught vocational or alternative education courses and 22% (n=33) indicated they 
taught special education, resource, guidance, student support, or English as an Additional 
Language (EAL).  Eight percent of respondents (n=12) selected the category of “other” and 
specified their teaching roles as follows: one person entered I do not teach, one entered they were 
the school librarian, one taught adult education, four declared they were administrators and five 
people indicated they taught French Immersion (all classes in French). 
 
Hypothesis. 
It was hypothesized that teachers responsible for core content areas of Math, Science, 
Language Arts and Social Sciences would be less likely to have positive attitudes towards 
inclusion than teachers in elective subject areas.  
Table 13 
 
Participant Responses to Content Area Taught (Categorized) 
Content area(s) taught                         N % 
Math Science     48 32 
ELA Social Studies    46 31 
Electives     58 39 
Vocation/Alternative   19 13 
Sp. Ed /Resource /Guidance/EAL      33 22 
Other      12 8 
Note: Abbreviation meaning: ELA is English Language Arts, Sp. Ed is Special Education, 
EAL is English as an Additional Language.  
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Findings.    
This hypothesis was not supported by the findings.  Content area as a whole, and 
specifically core content subject areas, did not influence teacher attitude towards inclusion in this 
study.    
 I included this variable for investigative purposes only.  This variable was included 
because this investigator wanted to see if teaching in core content areas verses elective areas 
made any difference in teacher attitudes towards inclusion.  McGhie-Richmond et al. (2013) 
reported that high school teachers in core subject areas were less positive towards inclusion than 
fellow teachers who taught elective subjects (art, music, Phys Ed).  The experience of this 
principal investigator has been that teachers in elective areas were more likely to accept students 
with exceptional learning needs into their classroom environments compared to teachers in core 
subject areas.  
Although teaching a core content area subject did not influence teacher attitude towards 
inclusion, the content area category of “other” had a positive influence on 7 of 27 statements of 
the ISHST.  “Other” content had medium influence ranging from .3 - .39 on five ISHST 
statements: cognitive statement 24 (.36) and behavior statements 34 (.32), 35 (.34), 37 (.31) and 
38 (.35).  Teaching content area “other” also had a medium to large influence ranging from .4 - 
.49 on cognitive statement 19 (.41) and affective statement 32 (.47) (see Appendix L for results 
of Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds), (See Appendix M for list of ISHST 
statements).   
On cognitive statement 19 “I am receptive to including students with disabilities because 
their presence increases all students learning opportunities”, 100% of respondents in the 
category of “other” gave a positive response compared to only 62% of teachers who were not 
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categorized as “other”.   On affective statement 32 “I received adequate training to teach 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom”, the content area of “other” scored 
the largest influence (.47) of any variable on any statement investigated in this study.    
Variable 8: Access to Human Resources Supports  
Demographic profile. 
Participants were asked to select which additional human resources and supports they had 
accessed for the purposes of supporting inclusive classroom environments.  They were offered 
twelve types of human support to choose from: divisional consultants/specialist, behavior 
support specialist, school administrator, department heads/team leader special education teacher, 
resource teacher, reading clinician, school psychologists, social worker, guidance teachers, 
student support team, and educational assistant/paraeducator.  A final option of “I have not 
accessed or used any educational supports or resources” was available.  Table 14 tabulates the 
responses for the 150 participants who answered this question.   
Table 14 
 
Participant Response to Human Supports Accessed  
Human Support Accessed  N % 
 
School Administrator               51 34 
Dept. Head Team Leader   48 32 
Special Education Teacher  51 34 
Resource Teacher   87 58 
Guidance Councillor   80 53 
Student Support Team   34 22 
Educational Assistant   81 54 
Reading Clinician    37 24 
School Psychologist               35 23 
Social Work    54 36 
Speech Language Pathologist  29 19.3 
Occupational/Physiotherapy   19 12.6 
No Supports Accessed  16 10.6 
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More than half of the participants identified accessing the support of resource teachers 
(58%), guidance counselors (53%) and educational assistants (54%).  Approximately one third of 
participants accessed the support of school administrators (34%), special education teachers 
(34%), and department head or team leaders (32%).  Of the external clinicians, social work was 
accessed most often at 36%, followed by the reading clinician (25%), school psychologist (23%), 
speech-language pathologist (19%) and occupational/physiotherapy (13%).  The variable of 
school-based student support team was accessed by less than a quarter of participants (23%).  It 
should be noted that in the school division used for the study “school-based student support 
team” is made up of a combination of the school staff already listed above (administration, 
resource teacher, special education teachers, and educational assistants).  Finally, 11% of all 
participants claimed that they had not accessed any types of human resources for supporting 
inclusive environments.  
For the sake of data analysis, the variable of “access to human resources and support” 
was categorized into four main areas, as summarized in Table 15: (a) administration, (b) 
educational assistants, (c) school-based teaching staff (department heads/ team leaders, student 
support teams, resource, guidance counsellor and special education teacher); and (d) external 
clinicians (social work, psychologists, reading clinicians, speech language pathologist, and 
occupational /physical therapy) 
Table 15 
 
Human Support Accessed by Respondents (Categorized)  
Human Supports Accessed  n  % 
Administration    51 34   
Educational Assistants  81 54 
School Based Teaching Staff   115 76 
External Clinicians    70 46  
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Hypothesis.  
It is hypothesized that teachers who have access to human supports for the purposes of 
inclusion will hold more positive attitudes towards inclusion. 
Findings. 
The results of this study support this hypothesis.  Findings indicate that access to human 
resources and supports had the strongest influence on teacher attitude towards inclusion of all 
variables examined in this study.  Participants who reported having greater access to human 
supports for the purposes of supporting inclusive practices were much more likely to respond 
positively to items on the ISHST than teachers who reported having less access to human 
supports.  This finding is in line with the research that highlights human resources and supports 
as pivotal factor improving teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion (McGhie-Richmond et. al 2013; 
Mulholland & O’Connor 2016; Wogamon, 2013).  The degree of influence each type of human 
support had on teachers’ attitude towards inclusion is discussed below.   
administrative support. 
Accessing school administration as a resource to support inclusive classrooms was 
reported by 34% (n=51) of participants.  The support from school administrator did not influence 
any of the cognitive or behavior items of the ISHST but it did have a positive influence on five 
of the seven affective attitude statements on the ISHST.  This variable had a small to medium 
influence (ranging from .2 - .28) on affective statement 29 (.28), statement 31 (.26), and 
statement 33 (.2) (see Appendix L for results of Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds), 
(See Appendix M for list of ISHST statements).   Access to administrative support had a medium 
influence (ranging from .3 - .39) on affective statement 32 (.33), and statement 27 (.39).  This 
finding is very important because this study found that teachers’ affective attitudes towards 
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inclusion to be the least positive of the three components of attitude examined.  The support of a 
school administrator is very important influence on how teachers feel about inclusion.   
These results support the findings of Stanovich and Jordan (1998) who found that the 
support of the school administrator to be the strongest predictor of teacher attitude.  Stanovich 
and Jordan claimed school principal was pivotal in establishing positive school culture towards 
inclusion, which in turn influenced teacher attitudes.  The Stanovich and Jordan study measured 
teacher attitude in terms of their behaviors and how they would change their practices to support 
inclusion.  The current study did not find that administrative support influenced teachers’ 
behavioral attitudes in any manner.   
educational assistants. 
Utilizing educational assistants as a resource to support inclusive classroom environments 
was reported by 54% (n=81) of participants.  Although more than half of all participants 
indicated they have the support of educational assistants, this variable influenced their attitude 
towards inclusion least of any human support variable examined.  The use of educational 
assistants in the classroom only influenced teacher attitude on five of the 27 ISHST statements. 
Access to educational assistants had a small influence on cognitive statement 22 (.18) and 
affective statement 32 (.18).  It also had a small to medium influence (ranging from .2 - .29) on 
behavior statement 40 (.24), affective statement 27 (.21), and affective statement 33 (.25) (See 
Appendix M for list of ISHST statements), (see Appendix L for results of Somers ‘D directional 
measures and thresholds).   
school-based teaching staff 
The support of additional teaching staff (resource teacher, guidance counselor, special 
education teacher and department heads) was utilized by 77% (n=115) of participants.  As a 
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variable, this grouping of professionals had a positive influence on 19 of the 27 statements of the 
ISHST; nine of the twelve cognitive statements, five of the seven affective statements and five of 
the eight behavior statements.  (See Appendix M for list of ISHST statements), (see Appendix L 
for results of Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds).   
A small to medium influence (ranging from .2 to .29) was seen on 12 statements: 
cognitive statements 16, 19, 21, 23, 24, 26; affective statements 27, 28, 31, 32; and, behavior 
statements 37 and 40.  The data collected indicates that support from additional teaching staff 
had a medium degree of influence (ranging from .3 to .39) on seven ISHST items.  It influenced 
cognitive statements 15 (.35), 17 (.31), 22(.3); affective statement 30 (.39); and, behavior 
statements 34 (.39), 36 (.3) and 38 (.33).   
Findings demonstrate that the access to additional school-based teaching staff had the 
greatest positive influence on teachers’ attitude towards inclusion of all variables investigated in 
this study.  Access to additional school-based teaching staff had the highest degree influence on 
teachers’ behavioral attitudes towards inclusion of all the variables examined in this study.  
Participants’ behaviors and actions toward inclusion were consistently more positive when they 
had the support of additional teaching staff.  This finding supports the research by Ernest and 
Rogers (2009) who found that additional human resources and supports at the school level, such 
as support from resource staff and specialists promoted a positive attitude amongst teachers.   
external clinicians. 
The support from external clinicians (social workers, psychologist, reading clinicians, 
speech language pathologist, occupational /physio therapist) was accessed by 46% (n=76) of 
survey respondents.  Although external clinicians were utilized as a support by teachers less 
often than school-based support staff, external clinicians also had a very strong degree of 
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influence on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.  In fact, as a single variable, external 
clinicians had the strongest degree of influence on teacher affective attitude towards inclusion of 
all the variables examined in this study. Teachers who reported access to the support of external 
clinicians demonstrated significantly more positive attitudes towards inclusion than those who 
had no access. 
  Support from external clinicians had a positive influence on 23 of the 27 ISHST items; 
ten of the twelve cognitive statements; six of the seven affective statement; and seven of the 
eight behavior statements. (See Appendix M for list of ISHST statements), (see Appendix L for 
results of Somers ‘D directional measures and thresholds).   Accessing external clinicians had a 
small degree of influence on cognitive statement 22 (.18) and behavioral statement 41 (.15).  It 
had a small to medium degree of influence (ranging from .2 to .29) on 12 items of the ISHST; 
cognitive statements 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 26; affective statements 28, 29, 32; and behavioral 
statements 35, 36, 38.  A medium degree of influence (ranging from .3 - .39) was noted on 
cognitive statement 21 (.36) and cognitive statement 23 (.38); affective statement 30 (.32) and 
statement 31 (.36); and, behavioral statements 34 (.31), 37 (.37) and statement 40 (.33).  A 
medium to large degree of influence (ranging from .4 - .49) was noted on affective statement 27 
(.41). 
External clinicians were included in this study because this support is commonly 
available within the school division studied.  Past studies reviewed did not investigate the impact 
of specific external clinicians and therapeutic specialists; however, Ernst and Rogers (2009) 
reported that teachers with access to professionals with specialized skills had more positive 
affective and behavioral attitudes towards inclusion. 
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Conclusion  
Findings of this study reveal that participants’ overall attitude towards inclusion is more 
positive than negative.  Results indicate that Canadian high school teachers’ behavioral attitudes 
towards inclusion are the most positive and their affective attitude towards inclusion are the most 
negative.  The three variables that were found to have the strongest influence on Canadian high 
school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion were: (a) access to human resources and support, 
specifically in school support staff and external clinicians; (b) experience as lead teacher in an 
inclusive setting; and, (c) professional development and training.  Each of these variables were 
seen to significantly influence Canadian high school teachers’ affective attitudes in a positive 
manner.   
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Chapter Five: Discussion  
The purpose of this study was to investigate Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusion. The study first examined teachers’ cognitive, affective and behavioral 
attitudes towards inclusion.  Findings revealed that high school teachers’ overall attitude towards 
inclusion was more positive than it was negative.  When looking at the three components of 
attitude individually, high school teachers’ behavioral and cognitive attitudes towards inclusion 
were positive but teachers’ affective attitudes towards inclusion were negative.     
The study then explored what influence the independent variables of gender, educational 
background, years of teaching experience, experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting, 
professional development and training, grade level taught, content area taught, and access to 
additional human resource supports may have on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.  
The variable of years teaching experience did not influence teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion on any statements of the ISHST.  This finding is consistent with Ernst and Rogers’ 
(2009) and Shuster (2013) whose studies reported that years of experience was a non-factor 
when evaluating teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. On an interesting note, 63% of 
participants in this study reported having less than 15 years of teaching experience.  It can be 
assumed that many of these teachers fall into the 25 to 40-year-old age bracket, a generation 
commonly referred to as “millennials” (Main, 2017).    In his article “Who are the Millennials”, 
Douglas Main credits millennials as being more supportive of equal rights for minorities and 
being more receptive to new ideas and ways of living.  Perhaps the content of this study appealed 
to this population of teachers and they were more inclined to participate in the survey.  Looking 
forward, millennials are still new to this profession and have a long teaching career ahead of 
them.  Perhaps tapping into millennials’ sense of social justice can be beneficial in furthering 
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inclusive education practices.  The variable “grade level taught” also did not influence 
participants’ attitudes towards inclusion in this study.  Past researchers had reported that high 
school teachers were less positive than elementary teachers (Cullen et al., 2011; Liu & Pearson, 
1999; McGhie-Richmond, 2013).  In this current study most, respondents reported teaching “all 
grades 9-12” which made it difficult to assess teacher attitudes incrementally by grade level.    
Gender, educational background, and content area taught did not demonstrate a 
significant influence on teacher attitudes towards inclusion, however, each of these variables did 
reveal some interesting findings that can be related to past research.  For instance, Ernst and 
Rogers (2009) study found male teachers to be slightly more positive in their affective attitudes 
towards inclusion.  The present study found that gender to have a small influence on only three 
statements of the ISHST however, two of those three statements were in the affective attitude 
domain.  For the variable “content area taught” a group of teachers who self declared teaching 
“other content area” were found to have a medium degree of influence on seven of the 27 ISHST 
statements.  Although this was a small percentage of attitude statements, respondents in this 
category had much more positive towards inclusion then any other content area investigated, 
especially in the component of behavioral attitudes.    
The variable of educational background revealed an unexpected finding.  This variable 
measured a small degree of influence (.19) on cognitive statement 20 “All students should be 
included in general education classrooms”.  Although the degree of influence was small, 
participants with Master’s or Ph.D. degrees strongly disagreed with this statement more than 
participants with any other type of education background. This supports the findings of Stoler’s 
(1999) study which reported that teachers who had acquired a master’s degree in education has 
less positive attitude towards inclusion than teachers who had not earned master’s degree.  It is 
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likely that participants with Master’s or Ph.D. degrees hold positions of higher authority in the 
school setting and may have witnessed the challenges inclusion can present.   
Of all the variables investigated in this study the three that were found to have the highest 
influence on Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards the inclusion were: (a) access to 
human resources and support, (b) professional development and training, and (c) experience as 
lead teacher in an inclusive setting.  These variables were seen to have a positive influence on all 
three components of attitude (cognitive, affective and behavioral) investigated in this study; 
More importantly, each of these variables were found to have the greatest influence on teachers’ 
affective attitudes. This finding is important because this study revealed that of the three 
components of attitude investigated, Canadian high school teachers’ affective attitude towards 
inclusion was the only one found to be negative.  Those looking to effect change in how teachers 
feel about inclusion should concentrate increasing professional development training for all 
teachers, providing greater access to human resources and supports, and find ways for high 
school teachers to gain experience as the lead teachers in inclusive classrooms.   
Experience as Lead Teacher in an Inclusive Classroom   
This study identified experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting as the third most 
important variable when considering high school teachers’ attitude towards inclusion.  This 
supports past findings by Avramidis and Norwich (2002), Cullen (2011), de Boer et al. (2011), 
and Ernst and Rogers (2009), who all reported a positive correlation between teacher attitude and 
experience with inclusion.  As with past research, the current study found that as teachers’ 
experience with inclusion increases, their attitudes toward inclusion becomes incrementally more 
positive.  Data analyzed for this study demonstrated that experience as lead teacher in an 
inclusive setting had the highest degree of influence on teachers’ affective attitude towards 
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inclusion.  Demographic data collected also exposed a distinct divide regarding the level of 
experience teachers had acting as a lead teacher in inclusive settings.   
Issue 1: Lead teacher experience gap. 
It is understood that within any profession there will be various levels of experience 
spread out over the entire population.  The demographic data for this variable was nearly a 50-50 
split with half of the teachers having a considerable amount of experience and the other half of 
teachers having very little experience.  Surprisingly, a combined 25% of participants declared 
that they had limited (12.5%) to no experience (12.5%) and a further 30% of participants 
declared to only have “some experience” as lead teacher in an inclusive classroom.  This 
amounts to over half (55%) of all participants’ reporting a lack of experience being the lead 
teacher in an inclusive classroom.  On the other side of the experience gap, 45% of participants 
in this study declared having significant (33%) or extensive (12%) experience as the lead teacher 
in inclusive classroom environments.   
For the most part high school teachers do not have the luxury to “pick” what student(s) 
are assigned to their classrooms, so on an administrative or student service planning level, certain 
teachers are being selected more often than others to have SELN placed in their classrooms.  Are 
these teachers considered more qualified, capable or receptive to be the lead teacher in an 
inclusive programing?  Demographic data regarding educational background and level of 
professional development does not correlate with the large gap in experience as lead teacher for 
this study.  Only 5% of participants held special education certificates and 10 to 20% of 
participants reported attending high numbers of professional development or training sessions.  If 
education and training levels are not the impetus for certain teachers being selected more often 
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than others what is?  What qualities or traits do these teachers possess that translate to more often 
being the lead teacher in an inclusive classroom? 
Conversely, are teachers who are called upon less frequently be lead teachers considered 
by the administration to be less qualified, capable or receptive to be a lead teacher?  Although it 
can be easier to place SELN with teachers who experience as lead teachers, doing so may greatly 
limit other teachers’ ability to gain experience.  Building upon that, if a population of teachers 
are being called upon less often to be lead teachers in an inclusive classroom, or rarely have 
SELN in placed in their classrooms, there would be little motivation for them to pursue 
professional development related to inclusion.  
 Finally, the question arises to the perception of being more receptive and open to be the 
lead teacher in an inclusive setting.  Do some people have more experience as lead teachers 
simply because they are more willing and cooperative to be involved with the inclusion process? 
Are teachers with less experience somehow avoiding or demonstrating that they are less 
receptive to be the lead teacher in inclusive settings?  From this researcher’s experience as a key 
member in student support teams it was evident which teachers were more cooperative and 
willing to have SELN assigned to their classrooms.  It was also very clear when teachers put up 
barriers to having SELN placed in their classrooms.  At the end of the day, we all want the 
inclusion process to be a positive experience for everyone involved (students, parents, classroom 
teachers, case managers).  In most cases, the path of least resistance is an easier road to travel 
and more likely to produce a positive collaborative experience for SELN and all teachers 
involved.  
Given that experience as lead teacher in inclusive classrooms plays such a significant role 
in developing teachers’ positive attitude towards inclusion, concentrated efforts should be made 
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to bridge this gap in experience among high school teaching staff.  Peer mentoring programs and 
co-teaching delivery models that pair experienced lead teachers with teachers with little or no 
experience should be explored.  McCarty’s (2015) report Co-Teaching in the Inclusion 
Classroom: Teacher Perspectives and Practices found that co-teaching facilitated the sharing of 
knowledge, ideas, and strategies among teachers and assisted with the development of 
appropriate educational planning (p. 54).  Implementing peer to peer professional development, 
structured mentorship frameworks and co-teaching delivery models would also organically 
provide teachers with greater access to additional human resources and support, which 
coincidently was the second most important variable influencing teachers’ attitude towards 
inclusion.    
Human Resources and Supports 
The study identified access to human resources and supports as the most important 
variable influencing high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion.  Of the four broad types of 
human support investigated, the support of school-based teaching staff and external clinicians 
had the highest degree of influence on all three components of attitude.  School-based teaching 
staff (resource, guidance and special education teachers, department heads, team leaders) had the 
greatest positive influence on teachers’ behavioral attitudes towards inclusion whereas clinicians 
(social workers, psychologists, speech and language pathologists, reading clinicians, 
occupational and physiotherapists) had the greatest influence on teachers’ affective attitudes 
towards inclusion.  Administrative support was seen to have a measurable degree of influence on 
teachers’ affective attitudes, but no influence on teachers’ behavioral or cognitive attitude 
towards inclusion.  The support of school-based staff and administration has been well 
researched and is consistently reported as an important factor influencing teacher attitudes 
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towards inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002.; Ernest & Rogers, 2009; Stanovich & Jordan, 
1998).   Research focusing on how specialized external clinicians influence teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusion is lacking.  It was natural for this researcher to include external clinicians as a 
type of human resource available to teachers because the school division used in this study 
employs a sizable department of clinicians.  This study found access to clinical resources and 
supports to be the second highest variable influencing teachers’ affective attitudes towards 
inclusion.   
Issue 2: Access to specialized clinicians to support inclusion.  
The school division used in this study has a large department of clinicians who provide 
specialized assessments, targeted interventions, and individualized programing outcomes for 
SELN.  Clinicians are available to work collaboratively with classroom teachers and provide 
teachers with developmentally appropriate strategies, adaptive materials and physical supports, 
and provide 1-on-1 or small group instruction to SELN.  Clinicians also play an integral role as 
members of school-based student support teams for SELN.  In this school division external 
clinicians are assigned to geographical quadrants of the district which permits them to rotate their 
services (and work day) through neighboring elementary, middle and high schools.  Beyond the 
efficiency factor, this system provides a certain degree of continuity for students, as clinicians 
often transition with students from grade to grade and even from elementary to high school. 
Having worked in several school divisions, this researcher can unequivocally say that this 
level of clinical support is not universal among all school divisions and schools in Manitoba.  
Many smaller school divisions and small private schools that do not directly employ clinicians 
rely on the larger provincial system of supports or seek privatized services.  Provincial services 
offered through the provincial health care system or the regional mental health system are 
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designed for the general population and naturally have much larger case loads.  Wait times for 
assessments can be long and often ongoing support is not as frequent or long term.  These 
services rarely occur in the school environment, requiring appointments and therapies being 
carried out in a separate facility.     
Rural school divisions have even greater challenges as their schools are spread over large 
geographical areas.  Even if a rural school division has its own staff of clinicians, the travel times 
between towns and schools greatly affects the contact time clinicians have with students and 
teachers.  These problems are compounded even further for schools in remote northern areas; 
some of which are “fly in” communities.  If rural or northern school divisions do not employ 
their own clinicians, arrangements need to be made for students (and families) to travel to areas 
where provincial services can be accessed.  Personal experience dictates that accessing clinical 
supports in rural and northern communities is very challenging.  As a result of these logistical 
challenges teachers and students in rural and northern areas receive far less clinical supports than 
those in urban areas.  This is very problematic for provinces with a higher than average rural 
populations such as Manitoba (27%) and Saskatchewan (33%) (Statistics Canada, 2011).  
Given the instrumental support clinicians provide to teachers responsible for 
implementing inclusive practices, something must be done in order to make these services more 
universally accessible for teachers in all geographical areas of Canada.   
Professional Development  
This study identified professional development as the second most important variable 
influencing high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. Participants’ attendance at three 
types of professional development related to the topic of inclusion was investigated: (a) school or 
divisional based professional development, (b) professional development delivered by external 
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agencies, and (c) professional development received through university level course work.  Each 
professional development type investigated was found to have a positive influence on high 
school teachers’ cognitive, affective and behavioral attitudes towards inclusion.  Results from 
this study consistently demonstrated that the greater the number of professional development 
sessions attended by a teacher, the more positive their attitude toward inclusion of SELN would 
be.  This finding supports research by Ernst and Rogers (2009), and Sokal and Sharma (2014). 
Of the three types of professional development investigated in this study, school or 
divisional based professional development had the highest rate of participant attendance.  This 
type of professional development is scheduled by the school or divisions, is free of charge for 
participants, occurs during a scheduled school day, and attendance would be mandatory.  
Professional development delivered by external agencies had the lowest teacher attendance.  This 
type of professional development would be selected by the participant, would have a registration 
fee, and may or may not occur during regularly scheduled school days.  Attending professional 
development delivered by external agencies would be considered “voluntary” for teachers, 
permission to be absent from school duties would need approval from the school administrator or 
division.   
Professional development as university-level course work had the second highest 
attendance.  This is in part because since 2008, the province of Manitoba has required  
Pre-service teachers to take at least one university-level course on inclusive practices as part of 
their university curriculum and teacher certification (Sokal & Sharma, 2014).  This means that 
for teachers with 10 or fewer years of teaching experience (42% of participants), attendance in 
this professional development type was mandatory.  For teachers with more than 10 years of 
teaching experience (58% of participants), attendance in a university level course would be 
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considered voluntary in nature.  University level course work is scheduled outside of the typical 
school day and carries a financial cost for the teacher.  
The study found that external based professional development had the greatest overall 
influence on teacher attitude towards inclusion of the three professional development types 
studied.  University level course work was found to have the smallest overall degree of influence 
on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion and the lowest degree of influence on teachers’ cognitive 
and behavioral attitudes towards inclusion.  Professional development presented by external 
agencies had the highest degree of influence on teachers’ cognitive and behavioral attitudes 
towards inclusion.  All three types of professional development investigated in this study were 
found to have a strong influence on teachers’ affective attitudes towards inclusion. University 
level course work had a slightly larger degree of influence on teachers’ affective attitudes 
towards inclusion than school-based or external professional development (.006 higher 
influence).  University level course had a positive influence on four of the seven affective 
statements on the ISHST while school-based professional development and external professional 
development had a positive influence on all 7 affective statements of the ISHST.   
Issue 3: Professional development requirements   
Although this study identified professional development on inclusive practices as a key 
fact in improving teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, it also discovered that most participants 
in this study had attended very few professional development sessions.  Nearly half of the 
participants in this study (48%) reported attending two or less school or divisional based 
professional development sessions. Nineteen percent of those teachers had never participated in a 
professional development session presented by the school or division.  Sixty-nine percent of 
participants reported attending two or less professional development sessions presented by 
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external agencies; with 35% of that group having no experience with external professional 
development.  University level professional development found that 71% of teachers had taken 2 
or less courses on inclusion; while 30% of that group had never taken a university-level course 
on inclusion. Finally, 8% of participants in this study reported that they had never attended any 
professional development on the topic of inclusion.   
This seemingly low level of teacher professional development in this study may be 
related to the fact that the province of Manitoba, participation in professional development and 
training sessions seems largely voluntary.  The provincial government, ultimately responsible for 
the K-12 education system in Manitoba, does have any regulations requiring teachers to upgrade 
their skills or knowledge through professional development.  Teachers are not obligated to attend 
professional development as a condition of retaining their teaching license with the province, or 
as a condition of their employment with the school division.  On the other hand, the school 
divisions do not have any specific contractual responsibilities to provide training or professional 
development opportunities for its staff.   
This means that once teachers receive their teaching certificate from the provincial 
licensing board, they have no obligation to engage in professional development in order to 
maintain their standing as a licensed teacher.  Comparatively, if you were granted a license to 
practice as an esthetician in this province, you would be required to submit documentation of 
ongoing professional development to retain your accreditation.   
Manitoba’s only directive regarding teacher professional development is found in the 
Appropriate Educational Programming in Manitoba: Standards for Student Services (Manitoba 
Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006).  This document outlines what school divisions are 
required to do in order to comply with the Manitoba Public School Act: Appropriate Educational 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 79 
  
 
 
Programming (2005).  The preamble of this document states that its purpose is to “elaborate 
upon the education regulations and establishes standards for school divisions to use in 
developing a local policy for appropriate educational programming” (p. 3.).  The document sets 
forth regulations for topics such as policy guidelines, communicating with parents, student 
services, specialized assessments, and procedures for individualized education plans.   This 
document also briefly mentions school division responsibility to provide professional 
development and training for teachers. 
The first statement concerning professional development is found under the section titled 
“Planning in Education” which reads, “School division policy on planning in education should: 
provide teachers of students with exceptional learning needs with access to related professional 
learning opportunities” (p. 17).  The second reference to professional development is found in 
the section titled “Professional Support”.  Here it states: 
As the employing authority, school divisions are responsible for ensuring that staff have, 
or can develop, the skills needed to meet the identified needs of the student population. 
Teachers have a professional responsibility to engage in ongoing professional 
development.’  
As part of their school planning process, school divisions should: 
1. Identify the needs of the student population and provide the necessary               
professional learning opportunities for staff 
2. Support staff in gaining the knowledge and skills to accommodate students with 
exceptional learning needs (p.22). 
Since the province passed the responsibility for professional development to the school 
division and individual teachers, this investigator completed a review of public documents and 
policies filed with the Manitoba Teachers Society (the teachers union representing all teachers in 
Manitoba); the collective bargaining agreements between the Manitoba Teachers Society and 
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school divisions in this province.  The review of collective bargaining agreements revealed that 
professional development requirements are not addressed in any collective agreements in 
Manitoba.  This means that there is no contractual requirement for teachers to engage in 
professional development as a condition of their employment with a school division, and no 
contractual responsibility for the school division to provide or support professional development 
opportunities for their teachers.  All of the collective bargaining agreements had a section on the 
school divisions’ professional development fund, however, these areas only served to define 
managerial or accounting obligations of the division.  
Although teacher professional development is not monitored or regulated in the province 
of Manitoba, other provinces in Canada require teachers to meet certain professional 
development and ongoing educational standards.  For example, in the province of Ontario, the 
Minister of Education imposed regulations in 2001 that requires any teacher working in a 
publicly funded school to take 14 courses of professional development training per every five 
years of teaching.  This equates to 70 hours or two and a half days per school year.  Further 
regulations dictate that teachers must select at least one course from each of the seven core 
competency areas (curriculum knowledge; student assessment; special education; teaching 
strategies; classroom management and leadership; use of technology; and communicating with 
parents and students).  Professional development courses are available to take online throughout 
the year, or teachers can attend approved school board professional development.  Courses 
presented Minister of Education or school board are free of charge.  Course hour credit is given 
for attendance at university courses.  Teachers must register to take a course through the Ontario 
College of Teachers (the provincial certification board).  If a teacher does not complete 14 
courses of professional development per 5-year cycle, their teaching license is suspended, and 
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they cannot work in a publicly-funded school until they have completed their professional 
development requirement and apply to be reinstated.  The importance of teacher professional 
development in the province of Ontario is further highlighted by the province-wide Teacher 
Performance Appraisal (TPA) program.  This program is regulated by the Minister of Education 
and carried out by the school administration.  Every five years, teachers are assessed and rated 
on: (a) professional knowledge, (b) professional practice and leadership in learning communities, 
and (c) ongoing professional learning.  Teachers must establish “Annual Learning Plans” (ALP) 
and principals are required to coach teachers in meeting these plans.  School administrators are 
expected to implement professional development sessions addressing the knowledge gaps 
expressed by their teacher populations and are also evaluated on how responsive they are to 
meeting teachers’ professional learning needs. 
Connecting the Variables  
 This study identified the 3 most important variables influencing Canadian high school 
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion: (a) access to human resources and support, (b) professional 
development and training, and (c) experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting.  Although 
singular in nature, when paired, these variables have an even stronger effect on teacher attitudes 
towards inclusion.  Sokal and Sharma (2017) found that professional development coursework 
on inclusive practices, partnered with experience as lead teacher in an inclusive classroom, had 
the greatest influence on teacher attitude and efficacy (compared to just one variable).  
Wogamon (2013) investigated the benefits of professional development and additional support of 
specialists and found that achieving both factors resulted in the greatest improvement on teacher 
attitudes towards inclusion.   
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These variables can be viewed as a trifecta of supports interconnecting to promote positive 
attitudes towards inclusion.   
 
Figure 4. Three strongest variables influencing teacher attitudes towards inclusion.  
 
If efforts could be made to increase teachers access to even one of these three variables 
(experience as lead, participation in professional development related to inclusion or access to 
human resources and supports) it would have the potential to organically increase teacher 
participation with the other two variables.  For example, attending professional development 
sessions on the topic of inclusion may provide teachers with the methodology and knowledge to 
be effective lead teachers in inclusive classrooms.  In turn, lead teachers in inclusive classrooms 
have greater opportunity to collaborate with student support staff and specialists.  On the other 
hand, an educator new to the role of lead teacher in an inclusive classroom may be prompted to 
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seek out more professional development opportunities. Attending professional development on 
inclusion may increase teachers’ awareness of human resources and supports available to them.   
Teachers should do everything they can to create opportunities for professional 
development and collaboration with colleagues and specialists to support their growth as 
inclusive teachers.  In our ever-changing world of Information and Communication Technology 
(ICT), teachers have access to professional development and collaborative opportunities at their 
finger-tips, 24 hours a day.  Pursuing professional development can be formal in nature, such as 
taking university courses online, semi-formal means such as enrolling in a specialized training 
course via professional development websites such as Ed2go (https://www.ed2go.com), or as 
informal as using twitter (https://twitter.com).  Caron (2011) claims the main benefit of using 
twitter to access educational content, teaching strategies and professional development is that 
teachers have quick access to content, that can be consumed from any location and at any time 
they choose.   
  ICT also provides more  flexibility for teachers to collaborate with colleagues or 
specialists via secured conferencing platforms such as Zoom (https://Zoom), or create global 
connections utilizing group calling on Skype, FaceTime, or Google Hangout.  Teachers can join 
social networking sites such as Manitoba Professional Learning Environment (MAPLE) 
(https://maple4teachers.ca), Edmodo (https://Edmodo.com), and Facebook 
(https://facebook.com), to connect with educators and similar interest groups.  Each of these ICT 
platforms allow teachers flexibility in time and location management, are free or low cost, and 
provide endless resources, content, and opportunity for knowledge acquisition.  ICT is now part 
of our school culture and should be utilized by educators to enhance not only student learning 
and engagement, but also their own learning.   
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to investigate Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes 
towards the inclusion of students with exceptional learning needs into the general classroom 
environment.  The study first examined teachers’ cognitive, affective and behavioral attitudes 
towards inclusion.  Findings revealed that high school teachers’ overall attitude towards 
inclusion was more positive than it was negative.  When looking at the three components of 
attitude individually, high school teachers’ behavioral and cognitive attitudes towards inclusion 
were positive but teachers’ affective attitudes towards inclusion were negative.  This study has 
revealed the three most important variables to positively influence Canadian high school teacher 
attitudes towards inclusion to be: (a) experience as lead teacher in an inclusive setting; (b) access 
to human resources and supports, specifically school-based teaching staff and external clinicians; 
and (c) professional development related to inclusive education.  Unfortunately, the availability, 
accessibility, and accountability of these three variables lie in a “no man’s land” of sorts.  There 
are no set standards in this province regarding the degree to which these three variables are 
provided to the teachers or managed by the school divisions to support inclusive practices.  The 
absence of clear standards and practices has resulted in a “have and have not” education system 
where some teachers have much more training, experience and access to human resources 
support, while other teachers may be lacking.   
Critics may claim that inclusion as delivery model of education for SELN is failing but 
perhaps it is the education system itself that is failing.  Failing to set standards and expectations 
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for inclusive education practices and failing to provide the structure and support required for 
staff to be effective lead teachers in inclusive classrooms.  A level of accountability for inclusive 
education needs to be placed on all levels of the school system; the provincial government, 
school divisions, school administration, individual teachers, and the teacher’s union.   
Recommendations for Future Practice  
Actions at the Provincial Government level 
• Increase funding to support school divisions’ equitable access to specialized clinician’s 
province wide 
• Establish measurable standards that school divisions must meet to support professional 
development in the area of inclusion 
o Example: School Divisions must provide 5 hours of professional development on 
the topic of inclusion each school year. 
• Establish measurable standards teachers must meet to further their training  
o  Example: Teachers must attend 75 hours of professional development for each 5 
years of teaching (equates to 3 teaching days per school year)   
• Implement a data base to track teachers’ professional development  
Actions at the school division level 
• Have specialized clinical supports available to all staff   
• Provide 5 hours of professional development on the topic of inclusion each year 
• Permit two days of paid leave per year for teachers to attend external professional 
development sessions on the topic of inclusion 
• Permit one day paid leave per month for teachers who are pursuing university degrees or 
specialized certifications in the field of education 
Actions at the school administrative level. 
• Ensure all staff gain experience as lead teachers in inclusive classrooms  
• Ensure staff are aware of human resources that are available and how to enlist support 
• Develop a systematic approach to support teacher collaboration such as mentorship 
programs or co-teaching models 
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• Provide school-based professional development related to inclusion each year 
Actions at the teacher level. 
• Be open and willing to be lead teachers in an inclusive classroom   
• Seek out human resources and supports available within the school to support inclusion  
• Be active participants in peer mentorship or co-teaching models  
• Attend 5 hours of professional development related to inclusion each year  
• Pursue professional development goals to maintain standards of excellence in teaching  
Action at the Manitoba Teachers Society level 
• Address professional development on a contractual level  
• Negotiate professional development requirements for all teachers 
• Negotiate the school division’s role in supporting professional development of teachers 
 
Limitations of Study  
The present study adds to the body of knowledge on teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion 
by providing insights into Canadian high school teachers’ cognitive, affective and behavioral 
attitudes towards the inclusion of students with special educational needs into general 
classrooms.  Several limitations should be recognized and addressed in future research.  First, 
although participation in this study was voluntary, the researcher was required to gain permission 
from each high school administrator prior to contacting any staff in their school.  In some cases, 
permission was denied and therefore a segment of teachers from this district were not given the 
option to participate.  It is also unclear what influence administration had on teacher participation 
levels.  Second, the response rate of this study, while adequate for statistical purposes, 
represented a little over one- quarter of the teachers who work in the school division.  It is 
unknown if technology issues or concerns played a role in the number of teachers willing to 
participate in the study.  Perhaps teachers were concerned regarding how they may be identified 
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in the collection process (due to using school-based email addresses) or concerns regarding how 
demographic information may be stored.  Researchers who choose to conduct online studies 
should: (a) address participants concerns regarding data collection and storage, and (b) offer 
alternate means of completing the survey for participant who may not have the technological 
skills needed to participate in online research.   Finally, this study was limited to one school 
district from an urban city in Manitoba.  Attitudes of teachers from rural areas of Manitoba or 
other provinces in Canada are not reflected.   
Direction for Future Studies  
This study has revealed important demographic information and findings regarding 
Canadian high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion, however, the study also raised many 
questions that future researchers should endeavor to explore.  More studies are required to 
determine high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion for other provinces in Canada (or a 
broader Canada wide study comparing high school teachers’ attitudes from province to 
province).  Future studies should also strive to investigate teacher attitudes from geographically 
rural areas of Canada where access to resources and supports may be more challenging.  Finally, 
future researchers are encouraged to take a closer look at teacher professional development in 
Canada.  Questions have been posed as to: (a) what level of ongoing professional development 
should be required to maintain professional integrity, (b) how professional development is 
supported by schools, school divisions and provincial governments, and (c) how can information 
and communication technology (ICT) be utilized to support teacher education and professional 
development.  More information in these areas is crucial in identifying best practices in 
supporting high school teachers responsible for carrying out inclusive practices in our Canadian 
classrooms.   
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Appendix A 
Letter to School Administrators  
Dear High School Administrator,  
 
My name is Randeen Cayer and I am a Special Education Resource teacher from XXXX School 
Division.  I am on an educational leave, working towards my Master of Education through 
Brandon University.  
 
I am meeting with you today to request your assistance and support for a research study I am 
conducting on high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. I have received permission from 
XXX XXX School Division research approval committee to meet with all high school principals 
to discuss this research project and data collection methods.  This study has been granted ethical 
approval by the Brandon University Research Ethics Committee as well as the XXX XXX XXX 
School Division Research Advisory Board. 
 
The research I am conducting is a replication of an American study in which researchers 
surveyed high school teachers about their thoughts towards inclusion.  It is my belief that teacher 
attitudes are paramount in the successful implementation of the inclusive education models 
which are being pursued throughout our division, as well as the province of Manitoba.   
 
Although there has been a fair amount of research focusing on teachers’ thoughts, feelings and 
attitudes towards inclusion, most studies have centered on elementary school teachers.  It is my 
experience that the daily responsibilities and realities of high school teachers differ greatly from 
their elementary counterparts.  This research is also particularly valuable as it is the first 
Canadian study to provide data on high school teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. 
 
I would greatly appreciate your assistance introducing this study to high school teachers in your 
building.  By notifying staff in advance of my contacting them, your staff will be assured that 
will the study has the approval of the XXXXX School Division.     
 
I am requesting that you inform high school teaching staff that Randeen Cayer, a teacher from 
XXXX School Division and researcher from Brandon University will be contacting them via 
their divisional based email addresses after November 15.  The email from Randeen Cayer will 
include a brief video introduction and request to participate in a research study on High School 
Teachers views on Inclusion.  Please also state that this study, materials and data collection 
method to be used have received approval from the XXXXX School Division and Brandon 
Ethics Committee. Also, please assure your teachers that participation in this study is voluntary 
and completely confidential.   
 
Please consider sharing the above information with your staff in any or all the following 
ways.   
• Email Notification from Administration to High School Teaching Staff 
• Announcement /agenda item at a staff meeting. 
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One final request that I will make is that you provide a current high school teaching staff list.  
Having an updated list will ensure that I only contact staff members in your school who this 
study relates t 
 
Should you require any additional information or have any questions about this study please feel 
free to contact me at TEL: (204) xxx-xxxx or by email addressed to rcayer@xxxxxx.org.  You 
may also contact my research supervisor Dr. Alexa Okrainec at TEL: XXX XXX XXX 
orokraineca@brandonu.ca. Please contact Brandon University Research Office for questions of 
an ethics nature at TEL: XXX XXX XXXX or by email addressed to burec@brandonu.ca.  
  
I would like to thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.  While your assistance is 
voluntary, it would be very valuable in facilitating the data collection phase of my study.  I do 
hope that I can count on your support in my research efforts. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Randeen Cayer 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
TEL: xxx-xxx-xxxx 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.    
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Appendix B 
Online Survey: Decision of Informed Consent  
As a potential participant in this study, you are invited to complete a two-part electronic survey. 
The survey includes a demographic questionnaire and a scale that asks teachers to share their 
thoughts about inclusion. The first question of the survey will ask you to consent to the analysis 
and sharing of results based on the answers you provide in the survey. 
 
If you wish to rescind consent and be removed from the study, please contact Randeen Cayer 
directly 204-XXX-XXXX or by email rcayer@xxxxxxx 
  
 
1. Consent Decision 
 
By selecting "I agree to participate" below you confirm that you: 
 
1. Have read the letter of information and understand the procedures involved; 
 
2. Understand that your participation is voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at any 
time; and 
 
3. Give permission for the results of this study to be used in research presentations or 
Publications, provided your identity is not revealed 
Decision of Consent 
_____   I agree to participate 
 
_____   I do not agree to participate 
High School Teachers Thoughts about Inclusion 
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Appendix C 
Online Survey PART 1: Demographic Questionnaire 
 
The following questionnaire has been designed to gather demographic information on the study's 
participants.  You are asked to complete each question as best you can.   If needed you may skip 
any question without penalty. 
 
2. What is your gender? Demographic Profile 
Female  Male 
 
3. How many years of teaching experience do you have? 
 
4. Please select one of the following scenarios that best reflects your current teaching role or 
position. 
I am a classroom teacher who teaches one class of students throughout my timetable  
I am a classroom teacher who teaches 2- 4 rotating classes of students throughout my 
timetable 
I am a classroom teacher who teaches 5 or more rotating classes of students throughout 
my timetable 
I am not a classroom teacher 
High School Teachers Thoughts about Inclusion 
5. What grade level(s) did you teach/work with the most this school year? Select one 
Junior High Grade 7 and 8 
High School Grade 9 and 10 
High School Grade 11 and 12  
All grades 7 - 12 
 
High School All Grades 9 - 12 
Multi grade / Multi Age Combined  
Adult Aged Continuing Education 
Adult Aged Special Education
 
6. What content area(s)/ subject areas did you teach this school year? Select all that apply. 
 
Mathematics 
Science 
English Language Arts 
Social Studies  
Phys. Ed or Health 
Technology or Industrial Education  
Human Ecology / Home Economics 
Visual/Preforming/Fine Arts 
Information/Communication 
Technology 
Computer Sciences 
Foreign Language Classes 
Special Education  
Resource/Guidance/Student Support  
English as Additional Language 
Vocational Education  
Alternative Education  
Other (please specify)
 
 
High School Teachers Thoughts about Inclusion 
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Please reflect on the amount of training or professional development opportunities related to 
inclusion or inclusive education that you have participated in throughout your teaching career. 
7. How many training or professional development opportunities relating to inclusion or 
inclusive education have you participated in that have been presented by your school or school 
division?  
1-2 3- 4 5-6 7-8 9-10 > 10 
 
8. How many training or professional development opportunities relating to inclusion or 
inclusive education have you participated in that have been presented by independent groups, 
organizations or agencies that are not connected to your school or school division?   
1-2 3- 4 5-6 7-8 9-10 > 10 
 
 
9. How many university level courses relating to inclusion or inclusive education have you taken 
part in? 
1-2 3- 4 5-6 7-8 9-10 > 10 
 
10. Please indicate the type(s) of degree you hold. Check all that apply. 
Bachelor of Education 
Bachelor’s Degree in any field other 
than education 
Post Baccalaureate Diploma  
 
Master’s Degree 
Doctorate or PhD. 
Special Education Certificate 
Other certificate or designation 
(please specify) 
High School Teachers Thoughts about Inclusion 
 
For the purposes of the following questions please use the following definition. 
Inclusive Classroom Environment: 
A classroom community where teachers engage in practices that allow all students, 
including those wide range of learning needs, to be taught together effectively so that all 
may experience a sense of personal belonging and achievement. 
 
11. How much experience have you had being the lead teacher in an inclusive classroom? (as 
defined above) 
No experience 
Limited experience 
Some experience 
Significant experience 
Extensive 
 
12. Please estimate the percentage of your current time table in which you are the lead teacher in 
an inclusive classroom environment? 
No experience 
Limited experience 
Some experience 
Significant experience 
Extensive
 
 
13. What educational supports and resources are available to you for the purposes of supporting 
inclusive classroom environments? (Check all that apply) 
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Divisional Consultants/Specialist 
School Administrator 
Department Head/Team Leader 
Special Education Teacher 
Resource Teacher 
Reading Clinician 
School Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Behavior Support Specialist 
Guidance 
Student Support Team 
Educational Assistant 
Adapted/Modified Learning 
Materials 
Adaptive/ Modified Technology 
Adapted/Modified Equipment 
Adaptive/Modified 
Environment/Physical Space 
I am not aware of educational 
support or resource available 
 
 
14. What educational supports and resources have you used/accessed for the purposes of 
supporting Inclusive classroom environments? 
Divisional Consultants/Specialist 
School Administrator 
Department Head/Team Leader 
Special Education Teacher 
Resource Teacher 
Reading Clinician 
School Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Behavior Support Specialist 
Guidance 
Student Support Team 
Educational Assistant 
Adapted/Modified Learning 
Materials 
Adaptive/ Modified Technology 
Adapted/Modified Equipment 
Adaptive/Modified 
Environment/Physical Space 
I have not accessed or used any 
educational support or resources 
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Appendix D 
Online Survey PART 2: Inclusion Attitude Scale for High School Teachers  
 
For the purposes of this survey please use the following meaning of inclusion, as indicated by 
Manitoba Education as "Manitoba's Philosophy of Inclusion" 
(http://www.edu.gov.mb.ca/k12/specedu/aep/inclusion.html). 
  
Inclusion means: 
• Students with special needs should experience school as much as possible like their 
peers without special needs. 
 
To make inclusion applicable in Manitoba schools, educators will: 
• Foster school and classroom communities where all students, including those with 
diverse needs and abilities, have a sense of personal belonging and achievement. 
• Engage in practices that allow students with a wide range of learning needs to be 
taught together effectively. 
• Enhance students’ abilities to deal with diversity 
 
The language used in this survey reflects the language used by the creators of the survey. 
"Students with disabilities" is intended to reflect current acceptable language of "students with 
special educational needs". 
 
For each question below select one response from the 7-point Likert scale, ranging from  
Strongly Agree, Moderately Agree, Mildly Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Mildly Disagree, 
Moderately Disagree, Strongly Disagree   
 
 
15. I believe teaching students with disabilities in a general education classroom will 
encourage their academic growth. 
16. Inclusion within the general education classroom will have a positive impact on the 
social and emotional development of students with disabilities 
17. I am receptive to including all students with disabilities into the general education 
classroom. 
18. All students with disabilities can be educated in the general education classroom 
19. I am receptive to including students with disabilities because their presence in crease 
all students learning opportunities 
20. All students with disabilities should be included in the general education classroom 
21. Including students with disabilities in the general education classroom helps foster an 
understanding of differences 
22. I have high expectations that all students, including students with disabilities, can 
learn and achieve in the general education classroom 
23. Including students with disabilities in the general education classroom facilitates 
advancements in teaching methods that benefit all students 
24. Students with disabilities exhibit the same level of behavioral difficulties as their peers 
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within the general education classroom School Teachers Thoughts  
25. I will give the same amount of academic attention to all students when including 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
26. I believe that I can be effective in teaching all students in the general education 
classroom 
27. As a result of my training, I feel comfortable teaching students with disabilities in an 
inclusive classroom 
28. I feel emotionally prepared to include students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom 
29. I have adequate preparation time in my schedule to include students with disabilities in 
the general education classroom. Thoughts about Inclusion 
30. I am comfortable with the level of safety in the general education classroom when 
students with disabilities are included 
31. I feel confident in my ability to teach students with disabilities effectively in a general 
education classroom 
32. I received adequate training to teach students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom 
33. I am open to changing my teaching methods to meet the needs of students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom 
34. I am satisfied with the amount of preparation time I have for including students with                                 
disabilities in the general education classroom 
35. I will work to ensure the safety of all students when including students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom. High School Teachers Thoughts About In 
36. I accept responsibility for teaching students with a variety of learning differences in the 
general education classroom 
37. I will foster the social/emotional independence of students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom 
38. I help students with disabilities employ appropriate behaviors in the general education 
classroom 
39. I will change the amount of time I spend on preparation in order to include students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom 
40. I effectively adapt materials to the core curriculum in order to include students with es in the 
general education classroom 
41. I am pleased when classmates socially accept students with disabilities 
Thoughts about Inclusion 
Your participation in this study is voluntarily and you may rescind your consent at any time.  
Since submission and responses to this survey are anonymous, you will now have the option to 
include a unique identifier in case you wish to have your data removed from the study. 
 
42. If you wish to create an optional identifier please follow these instructions. 
Type into the text box below 
1. First two letters of your favorite pet (example: POPPY) 
2. First two letters of the high school you graduated from (example: ERICKSON) 
3. The first two letters of the color of your first car (example: YELLOW) 
Example submission would be POERYE 
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Appendix E 
Letter of Invitation to Teachers to Participate in the Study 
 
Dear High School Teacher,  
 
My name is Randeen Cayer and I am a graduate student in the Faculty of Education at Brandon 
University. With the assistance of my advisor, Dr. Alexa Okrainec, PhD., I am conducting a 
research study that examines high school teachers’ thoughts and feelings about inclusion.   
  
This study will build on existing research about inclusive education practices and has been 
designed to contribute new information regarding high school teacher perspective on inclusion.  
The results of the study will be of interest to educational practitioners seeking ways to inform 
best practices and approaches regarding inclusion.    
 
As a potential participant in this study, you are invited to complete an electronic online survey. 
The survey includes a demographic questionnaire and a scale that asks teachers to share their 
thoughts about inclusion.   
 
Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary and does not affect your position at the 
school or within the school division. You can withdraw from the study at any time without any 
penalty. 
 
We estimate that it will take about 5-10 minutes of your time to complete the survey.   Measures 
have been taken to protect your privacy as a participant.  The highest standards of confidentiality 
will always be maintained, both during the project and upon its completion.  This survey will not 
require participants to reveal any personal identifiers and all responses are submitted and 
tabulated anonymously.   
 
Upon completion of the electronic survey, data will be stored on a secure website server.  This is 
a secured website that is encrypted, and password protected. Only researchers affiliated with this 
study will have access to the data.  Once the study is completed, the data will be cleared from the 
website server. This data will then be stored on a password protected computer.  
 
Data collected during the study will be analyzed in considerable detail and findings will be 
shared in formal research reports, presentations or publications. Findings will be presented in 
aggregate form such as percentages and averages.   Participants, individual schools and school 
divisions will remain anonymous throughout the data collection, analyses and reporting of 
findings. Upon written request, data and findings may be shared with third parties for the 
purposes of research and program development. For information on obtaining summary results 
of this study please contact Randeen Cayer at TEL: (204) XXX-XXXX or by email addressed to 
rcayer@xxxxxxx 
 
 This study has been granted approval by the Brandon University Research Ethics Committee as 
well as the XXX XXX XXX Division Research Advisory Committee. There are minimal risks 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 105 
  
 
 
associated with this study and participants will not have waived any right to legal recourse in the 
event of any research related harm.  Any ethical concerns about this study or questions about 
your rights as a participant in this research may be directed to the Brandon University Research 
Ethics Committee at TEL: (204) 727-9712 or by email addressed to burec@brandonu.ca.   
           
The first question of the survey will ask for your consent to participate in this study and to the 
analysis and sharing of results based on the answers you provide in the survey.   By selecting 
“no” to this question you decline to participate in this study and will no longer receive email 
communications or information pertaining to this study.  By selecting “yes” to this question you 
will agree to participate in the study and will have access to the survey and future information 
regarding findings of this study.  Once again, I wish to assure you that any response submitted is 
received anonymously and cannot be linked to your email address.   
 
Your consent will extend through September 2015 which is the expected completion date of this 
study.  If at any time you wish to rescind consent and be removed from the study, please contact 
Randeen Cayer directly TEL: (204) XXX-XXXX or by email rcayer@xxxxxxx  
 
If you have any questions about this study, or your participation, please contact Randeen Cayer 
at TEL: (204) XXX-XXXX or by email at rcayer@xxxxxx.org.  You may also contact Dr. Alexa 
Okrainec, Research Advisor at TEL: (204) 272-7303 or by email at okraineca@brandonu.ca. 
Sincerely,  
 
Randeen Cayer B.A., B.Ed., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204- XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
 
Alexa Okrainec, PhD 
Research Supervisor 
Associate Professor 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204-727-7303 
okraineca@brandonu.ca. 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and 
you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.   
< Link Automatic Removal > 
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Appendix F 
Letter of Information and Informed Consent Included with All Email Invitations 
I am a master student at Brandon University, and I am conducting research on high school 
teachers’ thoughts about inclusion.  This research study has been approved by the Brandon 
University Research Ethics Committee and the XXXXXXX XXXXXX Division Research 
Advisory Board. 
1.  Invitation: you are invited to participate in study examining high school teachers’ 
thoughts about inclusion.  
2.         Purpose of the research study:  
The study will build on existing research about inclusive education practices and has 
been designed to contribute new information regarding teacher attitudes towards 
inclusion 
3.         What you will be asked to do in the study:  
You will be asked to complete an electronic survey. The survey includes a demographic 
questionnaire and a scale that asks teachers to share their thoughts about inclusion.   
4.         Time required:  
   About 15 to 20 minutes. 
5.         Risk Involved:  
There are minimal risks associated with this study and participants will not have waived 
any right to legal recourse in the event of any research related harm.   
6.         Compensation:  
You will not receive compensation for participating in this study. 
7.         Confidentiality:  
All survey responses will be anonymous. The highest standards of confidentiality will 
always be maintained, both during the project and upon its completion.   
8.         Voluntary participation:  
Your participation in this research is voluntary and does not affect your position at the 
school or within the school division. You do not have to answer any question you do not 
wish to answer, and there is no penalty for doing so.  
9. Informed Consent 
The first question of the survey will ask you to consent to the analysis and sharing of 
results based on the answers you provide in the survey.  By selecting “yes” to this 
question you will agree to participate in the study and will have access to the survey. 
10.       Right to withdraw from the study:   
If at any time you wish to rescind consent and be removed from the study, please contact 
Randeen Cayer directly TEL: (204) XXX- XXXX or by email rcayer@xxxxxxx 
11.       Data Usage / Sharing of Results 
Data collected during the study will be analyzed in considerable detail and findings will 
be shared in formal research reports, presentations or publications. Participants will not 
be identified in the reporting of the results. 
12. Whom to contact if you have questions about the study:   
Specific questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant can be directed 
to the Brandon University Research Ethics Committee at TEL: (204) 727-9712 or by 
email addressed to burec@brandonu.ca.   
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Questions about this study or your participation can be directed to Randeen Cayer, Principal 
Investigator at TEL: (204) XXX-XXXX or by email at rcayer@xxxxxx.org.  You may also 
contact Dr. Alexa Okrainec, Research Advisor at TEL:(204) 272-7303 or by email at 
okraineca@brandonu.ca. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204- XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
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Appendix G 
Follow-Up Letter #1 Inviting Teachers to Participate in the Study 
Dear High School Teacher,  
Early last week I contacted you and invited you to participate in a study I am conducting on high 
school teachers’ thoughts about inclusion.  This study is the first known study to inquire about 
the attitudes of high school teachers in Canada. I believe that a better understanding of high 
school teachers’ thoughts is vital component in identifying supports which may be required to 
facilitate inclusion of students with special needs into regular classrooms in the high school 
environment.   
I understand the many demands on a teacher’s time and want to assure you that 
completing this survey should only take between 10-15 minutes.  Also, this survey can be 
completed anywhere you can access this email.  Once again, I want to assure you that I have 
taken appropriate measures to safeguard you identify and ensure your privacy in the hopes that 
you may feel at ease sharing your views on this topic.    
<Link to Consent and Survey> 
The first question of the survey will ask for your consent.  By selecting “yes” to that 
question you will agree to participate in the study and will be taken to the survey.    
Sincerely,  
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204- XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
 
< link to letter of information and consent > (See Appendix D)  
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and 
you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.   
< Link Automatic Removal > 
 
 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 109 
  
 
 
Appendix H 
 Follow-Up Letter #2 Inviting Teachers to Participate in the Study 
Greetings High School Teachers,  
As you may recall a few weeks ago I invited you to participate in a study about High School 
teachers’ thoughts about inclusion.  It has been my experience that teachers have very distinct 
opinions, thoughts and feelings about inclusion.  Participation in this study will provide an 
opportunity for you to share your views in an anonymous and confidential manner 
<Link to Consent and Survey> 
At this time, I am roughly half way through the time frame allocated for the data collection stage 
of this study. The responses received thus far are of tremendous value, and it is my hope that you 
will accept this invitation to participate in this research study.  
I am asking that you to set aside 15-20 minutes today or tomorrow to share your thoughts and 
feelings.  Your input will not only be greatly appreciated, but very valuable to furthering our 
understanding of inclusion at the high school level.   
Please follow this link to be directed to the survey         
 <Link to Consent and Survey> 
Thank you for assistance and cooperation. 
Sincerely,  
 
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204-XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
< link to letter of information and consent > (See Appendix D)  
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and 
you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.   
< Link Automatic Removal > 
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Appendix I 
Follow-Up Letter #3 Inviting Teachers to Participate in the Study 
Greetings Colleagues, 
 I am happy to let you know that we are entering into the final week of the data collection phase 
of the research study designed to explore high school teachers’ thoughts and feelings about 
inclusion.   
During this final week I am hoping to that an additional (insert whole # i.e. 20-25) teachers will 
accept this invitation and agree to participate in this study.   
The active link to provide consent and participate in this survey below will remain open until 
(insert date). 
Please click on the link to be taken directly to the survey used for this study.  
<Link to Consent and Survey> 
I sincerely do hope you are able to contribute to your thoughts and feeling on this important topic 
before this phase of my research ends. 
Sincerely,  
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204-XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
 
< link to letter of information and consent > (See Appendix D)  
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and 
you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.   
< Link Automatic Removal > 
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Appendix J 
Follow-Up Letter #4 Inviting Teachers to Participate in the Study 
 
Greetings Colleagues, 
 I am happy to let you know that we are entering into the final week of the data collection phase 
of the research study designed to explore high school teachers’ thoughts and feelings about 
inclusion.   
During this final week I am hoping to that an additional 20-25 teachers will accept this invitation 
and agree to participate in this study.   
The active link to provide consent and participate in this survey below will remain open until 
May 15, 2015 
Please click on the link to be taken directly to the survey used for this study.  
<Link to Consent and Survey> 
I sincerely do hope you are able to contribute to your thoughts and feelings on this important 
topic before this phase of my research ends. 
Sincerely,  
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204- XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
 
<link to letter of information and consent > (See Appendix D)  
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and 
you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.   
[Automatic Removal Link] 
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Appendix K 
Concluding Letter to All Participants 
Dear Colleagues,   
I am writing to thank everyone for their cooperation and patience throughout the of data 
collection phase of the study I am conducting on high school teachers attitudes towards 
inclusion.  The data collection stage of this study has now been completed and all links to the 
questionnaire and survey materials have been closed.   
We have had a very positive response to our study and the data collected from participants will 
contribute valuable, new information regarding high school teacher attitudes towards inclusion.    
The information I have gathered will be valuable in understanding high school teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusion.   
An overview of this study, all materials used, information on obtaining results and contact 
information for myself, my supervisor and Brandon University can be found at 
http://highschoolteacheratttiudesinclusion.blogspot.com/ 
Thank you once again for your support.  
Sincerely,  
Randeen Cayer BA., BEd., PBDE 
Principal Investigator 
Brandon University, Faculty of Education 
Brandon, MB R7A 6A9 
TEL: 204- XXX-XXXX 
rcayer@xxxxxx.org.   
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Appendix L 
Results of Somers’ Delta: Directional Measure of Agreement and Thresholds 
 
 
 
Gender Experience Content 
Area 
Professional Development 
 as Lead 
Teacher 
OTH In School 
/ Division
External 
Agency 
University 
Courses 
Admin-
istration
School 
Support 
Staff 
EA's Clinicians 
15 0.269 0.236 0.346 0.226
16 0.175 0.206 0.255 0.282
17 0.246 0.242 0.198 0.306 0.228
18 0.205 0.252 0.237 0.147
19 0.177 0.409 0.275 0.336 0.175 0.244 0.279
20 0.174 0.253 0.264 0.289
21 0.138 0.218 0.28 0.161 0.278 0.363
22 0.181 0.213 0.27 0.301 0.179 0.245
23 0.195 0.166 0.25 0.184 0.24 0.375
24 0.149 0.36 0.145 0.261 0.186
25 0.166 0.153
26 0.323 0.182 0.285 0.178 0.243 0.26
27 0.187 0.424 0.354 0.381 0.341 0.39 0.272 0.21 0.41
28 0.19 0.264 0.209 0.253 0.173 0.257 0.274
29 0.198 0.153 0.278 0.196
30 0.232 0.252 0.393 0.318
31 0.321 0.316 0.375 0.224 0.262 0.267 0.356
32 0.274 0.466 0.322 0.296 0.327 0.326 0.266 0.181 0.294
33 0.183 0.138 0.195 0.248
34 0.24 0.32 0.167 0.206 0.391 0.305
35 0.167 0.333 0.106 0.268
36 0.219 0.278 0.164 0.3 0.263
37 0.229 0.307 0.21 0.225 0.155 0.263 0.368
38 0.288 0.345 0.263 0.331 0.236 0.187 0.326 0.269
39 0.21 0.253 0.189
40 0.221 0.247 0.257 0.266 0.237 0.328
41 0.145
s 2 7 6 4 8 1 1 2
sm 1 8 14 16 3 3 12 4 13
m 2 5 3 5 3 2 7 7
ml 1 2 1
Total 3 18 7 23 23 14 6 19 5 23
SMALL Sm- Medium Medium Med - Large Large
SCALE .1 - .19 .2-.29 .3-.39 .4-.49 .5 - .7 
Human Resources and          
Supports Accessed 
Variables : 
# Affected 
statements 
by 
theshold 
size
Cognitive 
Statements 
Affective 
Statements
Behavioral 
Statements 
ISHST 
Stament #
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Appendix M 
Attitude Statements of the Inclusion Attiude Scale for High School Teachers   
Cognitive 15 I believe teaching students with disabilities in a general education 
classroom will encourage their academic growth 
Cognitive 16  Inclusion within the general education classroom will have a positive 
impact on the social and emotional development of students with 
disabilities 
Cognitive 17 I am receptive to including all students with disabilities into the general 
education classroom. 
Cognitive 18 All students with disabilities can be educated in the general education 
classroom 
Cognitive 19 I am receptive to including students with disabilities because their 
presence in crease all students learning opportunities 
Cognitive 20 All students with disabilities should be included in the general education 
classroom 
Cognitive 21 Including students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
helps foster an understanding of differences 
Cognitive 22 I have high expectations that all students, including students with 
disabilities, can learn and achieve in the general education classroom 
Cognitive 23 Including students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
facilitates advancements in teaching methods that benefit all students 
Cognitive 24 Students with disabilities exhibit the same level of behavioral 
difficulties as their peers within the general education classroom 
Cognitive 25 I will give the same amount of academic attention to all students when 
including students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Cognitive 26 I believe that I can be effective in teaching all students in the general 
education classroom 
Affect 27 As a result of my training, I feel comfortable teaching students with 
disabilities in an inclusive classroom 
Affect 28 I feel emotionally prepared to include students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom 
Affect 29 I have adequate preparation time in my schedule to include students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Affect 30 I am comfortable with the level of safety in the general education 
classroom when students with disabilities are included 
Affect 31 I feel confident in my ability to teach students with disabilities 
effectively in a general education classroom 
Affect 32 I received adequate training to teach students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom 
Affect 33 I am satisfied with the amount of preparation time I have for including 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
High School Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion                 115 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Behavior 34 I am open to changing my teaching methods to meet the needs of 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Behavior 35 I will work to ensure the safety of all students when including students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Behavior 36 I will foster the social/emotional independence of students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom 
Behavior 37 I accept responsibility for teaching students with a variety of learning 
differences in the general education classroom 
Behavior 38 I help students with disabilities employ appropriate behaviors in the 
general education classroom 
Behavior 39 I will change the amount of time I spend on preparation in order to 
include students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Behavior 40 I effectively adapt materials to the core curriculum in order to include 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
Behavior 41 I am pleased when classmates socially accept students with disabilities 
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Appendix N 
Participant Demographic Data 
Demographic Data for Variables Tested     
N (%)  
Gender  
   
 
Female 91 60.7 
Male  58 38.7 
Type of Degree Held  
 
 
Education  127 84.7 
Bachelor 79 52.7 
Post Bac  30 20 
Masters 27 18 
PHD 1 0.67 
Special Education Certificate  8 5.33 
Other  15 10 
Experience as a Lead teachers in an inclusive Classroom  
 
 
None 18 12.2 
limited 18 12.2 
Some  45 30.4 
Significant  49 33.1 
Extensive 18 12.2 
Grade Levels Taught 
  
 
Grades 7-8 12 8 
Grades 9-10 19 12.7 
Grade 11-12 24 16 
Grades 9-12 63 42 
Grades 7-12 20 13.3 
Multi Age 7 4.67 
Adult Aged (Special Ed or Continuing Ed)   3 2 
Content Areas Taught (Categorized)  
Math Science  48 32 
ELA Social Studies  46 30.7 
Elective  58 38.7 
 Vocation/Alternative 19 12.7 
Special Ed / Resource / EAL  33 22 
Other  12 8 
   
 
 
Continued on next page 
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Professional Development Opportunities Related to Inclusion  
 Presented by school or school division  
0 29 19.3 
1 or 2  43 28.7 
3 or 4  30 20 
5 or 6  16 10.7 
7 or 8  4 2.67 
9 or 10  5 3.33 
>10  21 14 
    
Presented by external agencies   
0 53 35.3 
1 or 2  51 34 
3 or 4  16 10.7 
5 or 6  12 8 
7 or 8  2 1.33 
9 or 10  4 2.67 
>10  10 6.67 
     
University Level Courses      
0 45 30 
1 or 2  62 41.3 
3 or 4  17 11.3 
5 or 6  15 10 
7 or 8  3 2 
9 or 10  1 0.67 
>10  7 4.67 
Humans Resources and Supports Accessed (Categorized) 
 Administration  50 33.3 
Dept. Head/Special Education  
Resource/Guidance 
115 76.7 
Educational Assistant  77 51.3 
Clinical Supports  70 46.7 
 
 
 
